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key components for the successful implementation of peer feedback practices in online settings.
To address this gap, we built our systematic literature review on the MISCA model, which is a
well-known theoretical framework for evaluating feedback practices. This model outlines five
components to evaluate feedback practices, including content, function, student characteristics,
presentation, and source. Based on this model, we aim to present a comprehensive overview of
the current state of research on online peer feedback practices in higher education, with a focus
on the role of content, function, student characteristics, presentation, and source. A thorough
search was conducted across three databases (Scopus, ERIC, and Web of Science), resulting in the
analysis of 73 articles published between 2000 and 2022. The main results of this review indicate
that cognitive feedback comments were the most frequently identified content in online peer
feedback studies. Regarding function, most studies used peer feedback in function to improve
students’ task performance. Less than a quarter of the reviewed studies evaluated the role of
individual student characteristics, while students’ ability level and gender were the most explored
factors. Rubrics and training were the most frequently implemented presentation modes of the
online peer feedback studies. Only six studies combined feedback from peers with feedback from
other sources. Overall, our findings make a valuable contribution to the literature by offering a
comprehensive overview of the recent research on key components that impact online peer
feedback practices in higher education. They also illuminate several potential interrelations that
influence the implementation and effectiveness of online peer feedback practices. These findings
can inspire instructors, practitioners, and scholars to gain a deeper understanding of the nature of
peer feedback and how to make better use of it, thus fostering the effectiveness of their educa-
tional practices.
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1. Introduction

Online peer feedback has been found to be a promising and learner-centered instructional strategy in higher education for assisting
students in gaining domain-specific knowledge (Cheng et al., 2015; Lee, 2015; Sabarinath & Quek, 2020; Valero Haro et al., 2019),
enhancing their performance in writing high-quality essays (Abri et al., 2021; Latifi et al., 2021a; Lopez-Pellisa et al., 2021; Noroozi &
Hatami, 2018; Valero Haro et al., 2019), and improving feedback quality (Gielen & De Wever, 2015b; Latifi et al., 2020; Noroozi et al.,
2016). Moreover, there is a growing body of literature that recognizes the importance of online peer feedback in improving students’
self-regulation and metacognition (Latifi et al., 2021b; Simonsmeier et al., 2020), behavioral engagement (Al Qunayeer, 2020; Yuan &
Kim, 2018), and learning motivation (Chen et al., 2020; Chew et al., 2016).

According to Breuch (2004), online settings refer to a technology-mediated communication mode. Building on this definition, in
this review, we define peer feedback in online settings as technology-facilitated interactions among students where they submit their
work online and engage in the exchange of feedback with their peers online as well (Jongsma et al., 2023; Latifi et al.,2021a). This form
of feedback could be implemented through various online platforms and tools, such as blogs, discussion boards, collaborative writing
software, as well as peer feedback software and tools (Dawson et al., 2018). Online peer feedback differs from offline peer feedback,
where students engage in peer feedback practices in class, whether paper-based or face-to-face (Jongsma et al., 2023). Offline peer
feedback, while widely practiced, has faced challenges such as limitations in time and place (Er et al., 2021), superficial feedback
responses (Cho & Schunn, 2007), limited access to supplementary materials (Ezza, 2010), and shallow engagement (Chen, 2016).
Recent studies suggest that online peer feedback can effectively address these shortcomings and challenges encountered in offline
settings.

To be specific, online platforms, such as Peergrade, FeedbackFruits, and Eli Review, could provide students with greater flexibility
to engage in the feedback process without any limitation on time and location (Du et al., 2022; Hoomanfard & Rahimi, 2020).
Furthermore, the use of collaborative writing software, such as Google Docs, could not only enhance the quality of students’ feedback,
elevating it from surface-level to content-level, but also contribute to the improvement of students’ writing skills (Andrichuk, 2016;
Woo et al., 2013). In the online setting, students have time and flexibility to explore references and sources before providing feedback,
ensuring more comprehensive and substantiated responses (Topping, 2023; Valero Haro et al., 2019). Another important advantage of
online platforms lies in their ability to integrate diverse instructional supports (e.g., scripting and guidance) tailored for specific
courses, tasks, or student needs. This guidance steers students toward effective interaction, ensuring that peers receive pertinent and
high-quality feedback (Latifi et al., 2020). Moreover, online blogs and discussion boards offer additional opportunities for discussion
and interaction between feedback providers and receivers. Such online settings can help students produce more effective and
higher-quality feedback, elevating their motivation and overall satisfaction with the learning process (Dawson et al., 2018; Mostert &
Snowball, 2013; Peeters, 2019; Shih, 2011; Xiao & Lucking, 2008).

The benefits of online peer feedback extend to teachers as well. The digital environment streamlines the process, alleviating the
teacher workload and time constraints, especially in larger class sizes. Online platforms also facilitate more efficient tracking and
evaluation of feedback, allowing teachers to better grasp the learning needs of individual students and the class as a whole. This
heightened visibility into the feedback process empowers educators to adapt their teaching strategies accordingly (Ashenafi, 2017; Er
etal., 2021; Wu et al., 2020). In the end, online peer feedback has the potential to be beneficial for both students and teachers in terms
of efficiency as well as motivation, engagement, and quality.

While online peer feedback offers rich advantages, it also presents certain limitations for students and teachers. Without face-to-
face interaction, online peer feedback makes it challenging to convey emotions and tone accurately, potentially causing misunder-
standing and affecting the quality of interaction. In addition, asynchronous communication can result in delays in receiving feedback,
explanations, and clarifications, impeding students’ immediate engagement. Moreover, anonymity, intended to promote unbiased
feedback, can also lead to non-specific feedback due to the lack of accountability. The anonymity-driven drawback may lead to less
thoughtful and detailed feedback, thereby reducing the overall feedback quality (Topping, 2023). In light of these considerations, this
study aims to disentangle the key factors that impact online peer feedback practices in higher education.

Researchers have investigated the variables that influence online peer feedback to help students overcome the hurdles in the peer
feedback process and to increase peer feedback efficiency. Studies have shown that students with different levels of competence are
affected differently by peer feedback on their presentation skills (Day et al., 2022). Cheng et al. (2015) suggested that different types of
feedback content can have varying effects on students’ writing performance. According to Gielen and De Wever (2015b), the content of
peer feedback can be influenced by the structure of a peer feedback template provided to students. Numerous studies have evaluated
how individual components of peer feedback, such as student characteristics, feedback content, and feedback delivery mode, can
contribute to better peer feedback processes and the uptake of feedback. However, currently, few studies have evaluated the important
components of peer feedback practices comprehensively, and only a few have provided a general overview of one specific component.
For instance, Panadero and Algassab (2019) carried out an in-depth analysis of the role of anonymity in peer feedback and peer grading
in previous studies. Tillema et al. (2011) systematically identified the quality of feedback criteria in the peer assessment cycle. With a
growing body of literature acknowledging peer feedback as a crucial learning practice in online settings, the literature is sparse and
lacks an overall picture of the variety of key components for the successful implementation of online peer feedback practices in higher
education.

To gain a comprehensive understanding of the role of all the important components in peer feedback practices and to provide
recommendations for the subsequent implementation of peer feedback in practice, it is necessary to analyze the influence of different
components in the peer feedback process. Thus, this review adopts a theory-oriented approach, with the objective of outlining key
components of online peer feedback practices in higher education, enhancing the theoretical foundation of the field, and deepening the
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understanding of the multifaceted nature of online peer feedback. The theory adopted in this review will be explained in the following
section.

2. Conceptualizing the review

This review adopted the MISCA (Message, Implementation, Student Characteristics, Context, Agents) model proposed by Panadero
and Lipnevich (2022). Based on fourteen selected feedback models, the MISCA model integrates five common components (Content,
Function, Student Characteristics, Presentation, and Source) for classifying and describing different aspects of feedback practices. The
model shows the complexity of feedback process and provides a theoretical framework for understanding and evaluating the key
components that influence feedback practices. These five important components are used as a theoretical guideline to conduct the
deductive content analysis and to elaborate on how each of these five components has been addressed in online peer feedback
practices.

Content refers to the information learners receive about their performance. Several studies have placed a high value on feedback
content because it connects the feedback provider with the receiver, and the students’ task performance. Studies have presented
various ways of categorizing feedback content. For example, Tsai and Liang (2009) classified peer feedback into affective, cognitive,
and metacognitive dimensions. Narciss (2008) categorized feedback content according to outcome-related information into simple and
elaborated types. With a deeper understanding of feedback content, researchers can grasp the viewpoints of feedback providers, which
could help improve feedback content and quality, thereby enabling the feedback receivers to comprehend and use the feedback more
effectively.

The Function of feedback covers the purpose of feedback practice, which focuses not only on improving task performance but also
on enhancing students’ competence. For example, Panadero and Lipnevich (2022) categorized feedback functions into three types:
learning/performance, motivation/affect, and self-regulated learning. According to Wiliam (2016), the focus of the feedback should be
on the students’ development rather than the task. Teachers can make better use of feedback in class if they understand the function of
feedback and arrange practice accordingly.

As the unique component that influences the other four, Student Characteristics are placed at the center of the MISCA model.
Differences between both feedback providers and feedback receivers’ characteristics affect their perceptions of peer feedback, the level
of engagement, and content of peer feedback, thus influencing their feedback uptake and subsequent performance (Day et al., 2022;
Kobayashi, 2020; Lee, 2015). Some studies measured several student characteristics, such as gender (Noroozi et al., 2022), family
background (Lee, 2015), and students’ learning level (Li & Gao, 2016). By understanding the role of student characteristics in peer
feedback and their interaction with the other components, researchers and teachers can help design peer feedback activities that meet
students’ needs (Lipnevich et al., 2016).

Researchers are specifically concerned with how feedback is expressed and delivered. The Presentation of feedback refers to the
pedagogical approach to feedback. Narciss and Huth (2004), for example, classified feedback presentation into four dimensions:
immediate/delayed feedback, single/multiple tries, adaptive/nonadaptive, and unimodal/multimodal. How feedback is presented
influences how students receive information and how much they can absorb and use it. As a result, numerous studies have been
undertaken to assess the impact of various presentation strategies, such as anonymously/non-anonymously (Chen & Gao, 2022),
feedback annotation (Lai et al., 2020), and multiple rounds of feedback (Chen et al., 2020). Furthermore, researchers have tried to use
a range of instructional tools and assessment tools — such as guided questions and feedback templates — to improve the content and
quality of students’ peer feedback comments (Panadero et al., 2018). Latifi et al. (2020), for instance, measured the impact of worked
examples and scripting on students’ essay writing, the quality of argumentation feedback, and learning qualities.

As defined by Topping (1998), peer feedback is “an arrangement in which individuals consider the amount, level, value, worth,
quality, or success of products or outcomes of learning of peers of similar status” (p. 250). The Source of feedback in peer feedback
practice is from peers in the same situation. Nevertheless, some practices are not only limited to peers, but also include feedback from
the teacher, themselves, and computers in online settings (Dippold, 2009; Prins et al., 2005; Yang & Meng, 2013). Feedback from
diverse sources of varying quality and content influences students’ performance differently (e.g., To & Panadero, 2019).

The MISCA model emphasizes an overall picture of five valuable components in feedback practices, which provides a solid
foundation for this review to cluster and synthesize information from selected publications. This review aims to provide an overview of
the role of five important components, including Content, Function, Students’ characteristics, Presentation, and Source in online peer
feedback processes in higher education. The novelty of this review lies in its adoption of a theory-oriented approach to provide a
comprehensive outline of the key components within online peer feedback practices in higher education. The findings of the systematic
review will provide a grounded analysis of the current state of knowledge on relevant components of peer feedback, extend the
theoretical foundation of peer feedback, and shed light on the multifaced nature of its implementation and effectiveness in educational
contexts. This review study aims to answer the following questions.

. What content of online peer feedback in higher education has been identified?

. What functions of online peer feedback in higher education have been found?

. What student characteristics that influence online peer feedback in higher education have been determined?
. What presentation modes of online peer feedback in higher education have been found?

. What sources of online peer feedback in higher education have been identified?

a b wN~
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3. Method

This systematic literature review followed the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses)
guidelines framework (Moher et al., 2009), following the process of developing a search strategy, defining inclusion and exclusion
criteria, and identifying relevant publications. The whole screening process was independently carried out by two coders who were
experienced in peer feedback research. First, the two coders randomly selected and evaluated 5 percent of the total articles, based on
the criteria. Then, they discussed differences and reached a consensus. After that, the first coder screened and evaluated the remaining
articles. Fig. 1 shows the process of selecting publications for this systematic review and the resulting number of publications.

3.1. Data bases and search strategy

A keyword search strategy was conducted based on the key concepts of the study, namely peer feedback, online education, and
higher education. The search terms were selected based on recent relevant literature about peer feedback, improvement, higher ed-
ucation, and online. The keywords used for searching are shown in Table 1. A systematic search strategy was executed in April 2022 in
the bibliographic databases Scopus, ERIC (Education Resource Information Center), and the Web of Science.

3.2. Criteria for inclusion and identification of relevant publications

In the first stage of literature screening, only peer-reviewed journal articles in English were included. In addition, because the
quantity of peer feedback studies has grown since 2000, the search period of this systematic review was limited from 2000 until 2022.
To further identify publications relevant to the research questions, the second stage screened titles and abstracts. Articles that met
the following criteria were included: articles that (1) focused on feedback between students; (2) were performed in online or blended
educational environments; (3) included empirical experiments; (4) were conducted in higher education. This resulted in 109 papers. Of
these, 30 papers were randomly selected and screened to examine the inter-rater reliability of the two coders, with the Kappa results (x

Identification [ Scopus (n=826) ] [ Web of Science (n=376) ] [ ERIC (n=183) ]

A

Remaining publication after limiting search to span time,
peer-reviewed articles, and English language (n=877)

v

t[ Duplicated articles (n=282) ]

Screening Remaining publication after removing
duplication (n=595)

Articles excluded after abstract

> screening (n=486)
y
Eligibility Full-text publications screened (n=109)
~
Articles excluded after full-text
> screening (n=36)
J
-
Removed publications after quality
> appraisal (n=0)
\ 4 - J
Analysis Final publications remained for review
(n=73)

Fig. 1. Flowchart process selection.
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Table 1
Searching key words.
Peer feedback AND  Improvement AND  Higher education AND  Online
“peer feedback” OR “peer improv* OR develop* OR foster* “higher education”OR online OR electronic OR
review” OR “peer OR promot* OR support* OR “tertiary education” OR “post- Internet OR computer OR
assessment” OR “peer enhanc* OR teach* OR educat* OR secondary education”OR e-learning OR virtual* OR
learning” learn* OR train* “postgraduate student”OR web-based

“university student”OR
“graduate education”OR
“graduate school”OR “college”

= 0.86, p < .001) indicating a high degree of consistency.

In the third stage, the full texts of the articles were screened, and several articles were removed. These included articles that: (1) did
not focus on at least one of the five components in the MISCA model, including content, function, student characteristics, presentation,
and source; (2) did not investigate written feedback comments; (3) did not have their full text available. The Kappa results (x = 0.68, p
< .001) between two coders screening eight papers showed a high level of agreement. This left 73 articles for quality appraisal.

3.3. Quality appraisal

The quality of the articles was evaluated following the criteria adopted by Theelen et al. (2019; Table 2), which were developed
based on the evaluation of qualitative studies (Savin-Baden & Major, 2007) and quantitative studies (NICE, 2012). Among the included
studies, there are qualitative studies (n = 11), quantitative studies (n = 8), and mixed method studies (n = 54). The quality of
mixed-method studies was evaluated based on both qualitative and quantitative criteria. The quality of articles was measured from no
mention (0) to extensive mention (3). Then, each article was given an average score based on its results in each category. Based on the
criteria, the first and second authors randomly evaluated four articles from different methods. The four articles all received scores
above 2 (Good Mention), although the reasons are slightly different. After achieving a consensus on the criteria through discussion, the
first author evaluated the quality of the remaining articles. With all the average scores above 2 (Good Mention), no articles were
excluded after the quality appraisal. In total, 73 articles remained for final analysis.

3.4. Included publications

Appendix A summarizes the characteristics of the reviewed publications by author and year, publication source, the number of
participants, region, duration of research, discipline, learning platform, research methodology, and data collection method.

The reviewed articles were published between 2005 and 2022, with a significant increase since 2015. This indicates that peer
feedback is a relatively new area of research in online higher education and is gradually gaining attention. The number of participants
involved in the reviewed publications varied from 3 to 2421. Globally, more than half of the reviewed studies (n = 39) were conducted
in Asian areas, particularly in Taiwan (n = 21; 28%), followed by the United States (n = 12; 16%), and the Netherlands (n = 9; 12%).
The duration of the reviewed studies ranged from 4 h to two years, with 16 percent of reviewed studies conducted in the duration of 16
weeks (one semester; n = 12). Online peer feedback in higher education was utilized for a variety of subjects, and 30 percent of

Table 2
Criteria for the quality appraisal.
Criteria No Some Good Extensive Mention
Mention Mention Mention 3)
) (€8] 2)

Criteria for qualitative studies

Study is clear methodologically 2 13 43 7
Study theoretically situated 3 5 50 7
Ethical process transparent 2 4 46 13
Researcher(s’) relation to participants is clear 4 9 46 6
Researcher(s’) relation to the data is clear 0 5 51 9
Researcher(s’) takes a critical stance towards own research 3 5 48 9
Congruence between methodology and methods used for data collection, analysis, and 0 10 39 16
interpretation

Participants involvement in data interpretation 3 6 44 12
Limitations voiced 3 10 46 6
Criteria for quantitative studies

Is the source population or source area well-described? 2 6 44 10
Were interventions and comparisons well-described and appropriate? 0 12 44 6
Were outcome measures reliable? 0 3 46 13
Were outcomes relevant? 0 10 29 23
Were the analytical methods appropriate? 2 4 39 17
Are the study results internally valid (i.e., unbiased)? 3 8 42 9
Are the findings generalizable to the source population (i.e., externally valid)? 1 6 49 6
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Table 3
Content.
Category Sub-category Description Example Frequency Reference
)
Cognitive Problem- Refers to feedback students did not pay much 18 Chang (2015); Chen et al. (2020);
content identification content that identify attention to the paragraph Chen and Gao (2022); Cheng and
peer’s weakness and structure, grammatical format and Hou (2015); Day et al. (2022);
errors, including global other external features of the Dominguez et al. (2015); Gielen and
and local issues. reports (Jiang et al., 2022). De Wever (2015b); Illana-Mahiques
(2021); Jiang et al. (2022); Noroozi
et al. (2022); Noroozi et al. (2016);
Noroozi et al. (2020); Saeed et al.
(2018); Shih (2013); Tsai and Liang
(2009); van den Bos and Tan (2019);
van der Pol et al. (2008); Wang et al.
(2020)
Revision- Refers to feedback reviewers produced a significantly 11 Chang (2015); Cheng et al. (2014);
oriented content that includes higher percentage of revision- Choi (2014); Day et al. (2022);
suggestion information to help oriented suggestions or Gielen and De Wever (2015b);
students revise or collaborative stance in post- Illana-Mahiques (2021); Jiang et al.
improve their modeling reviews (Chang, 2015). (2022); Lai et al. (2020); Saeed et al.
performance (2018); Shih (2011); van der Pol
et al. (2008)
Affective Positive Refers to feedback students gave mostly 5 Cheng et al. (2014); Cheng et al.
content content that include commendatory or supportive (2015); Mandala et al. (2018); Tsai
encouraging, supporting comments and expressed more and Liang (2009); Zheng et al.
emotions positive emotions towards the (2018)
projects with high scores (Cheng
et al.,, 2014).
Negative Refers to feedback for the lower performing groups, 3 Cheng et al. (2014); Cheng et al.
content that include the students gave mixed reviews, (2015); Zheng et al. (2018)
opposing and provided suggestions and expressed
discouraging emotions more negative emotions (Cheng
et al., 2014).
Personal Refers to the feedback reviewers produced a significantly 2 Chang (2015); Saeed et al. (2018)
opinions content that is personal higher percentage of personal, non-
but off-task evaluative reader comments and a
lower percentage of evaluative and
non-personal evaluator comments
in the post- modeling reviews than
pre-modeling reviews (Chang,
2015).
Emoticon Refers to the emoticons the most frequently used emoticons 1 Shih (2011)
that peers used to express ~ were categorized into two types:
their emotions appreciative or encouraging
emoticons and sad or questioning
ones (Shih, 2011).
Metacognitive Evaluation Refers to feedback Among all types of meta-cognitive 4 Cheng and Hou (2015); Cheng et al.
content content that include comments, the most frequently (2015); Lin (2018); Zheng et al.
analyses on peers’ seen across both experimental (2018)
knowledge and skills conditions was “evaluation” (Lin,
2018).
Reflection Refers to feedback during the last stage of the activity, 3 Cheng and Hou (2015); Lin (2018);
content that include continuity in the provision of Zheng et al. (2018)
reflect on self-task or specific suggestions for improving
performance their work and in the reflection of
peers’ comments on their work to
the groups with higher grades was
observed (Cheng & Hou, 2015).
Regulation Refers to feedback The experimental group had more 1 Lin (2018)

content that included
analyses on students
learning strategies

comments related to “evaluation™
and “regulation”(Lin, 2018).

reviewed studies used it in education science (n = 22). Various online learning platforms were utilized for online peer feedback
practices in higher education. The most common of these were Facebook (n = 6; 8%) and Wiki (n = 6; 8%), followed by Blackboard (n
=5; 6%) and Moodle (n = 5; 6%). Additionally, only two reviewed studies focused on implementing mobile systems in order to support
online peer feedback (Chang & Lin, 2020; Kuo et al., 2017). Reviewed articles included a variety of data collection methods; content
analysis (n = 34; 47%) and questionnaires (n = 31; 42%) were the most regularly used data collection instruments.



Table 4

Function.
Category Sub-category Description Example Frequency Reference
)

To improve Improve students’ The study investigated the effect of peer This study explores the relations between scripted 19 Abri et al. (2021); Chen and Gao (2022); Cheng et al.
students’ task  writing performance feedback on students’ writing online peer feedback processes and quality of written (2015); Choi (2014); Gielen and De Wever (2015b);
performance performance argumentative essay (Noroozi et al., 2016). Illana-Mahiques (2021); Latifi et al. 2021a; Liu et al.

(2018); Mostert and Snowball (2013); Noroozi et al.
(2022); Noroozi et al. (2016); Noroozi and Hatami
(2019); Pham et al. (2020); Saeed et al. (2018); Shih
(2011); Simonsmeier et al. (2020); Sun and Zhang
(2022); Xiao and Lucking (2008); Zheng et al. (2018)
Improve students’ The study investigated the effect of peer This study used an online peer assessment activity 8 Latifi et al. 2021a; Lee (2015); Liang and Tsai (2010);

To improve
students’
feedback
performance

To improve
students’
learning
behavior

understanding of
domain knowledge

Improve students’
skills in teaching-
related abilities

Improve students’
performance in text
revision

Other students’
performance

Improve feedback
quality

Improve students’
engagement in peer
feedback

Influence on students’

attitude towards peer
feedback

Other feedback aspects

Improve higher order
thinking ability

feedback on student’s domain-specific
learning

The study investigated the effect of peer
feedback on students’ teaching-related
abilities

The study investigated the effect of peer
feedback on students’ text revision
performance

The study investigated the effect of peer
feedback on others task performance

The study investigates the effect of peer
feedback on feedback quality

Peer feedback is implemented to promote
students’ engagement in peer feedback

Peer feedback is implemented to
influence students’ attitudes towards
peer feedback

Peer feedback is implemented to promote
other aspects in feedback performance

The study investigates the effect of peer
feedback on student’s higher order

thinking ability, such as critical thinking,
problem-solving, and reflective thinking.

(with three rounds of peer review) to help a group of
undergraduate students to learn biology through

writing relevant science reports (Liang & Tsai, 2010).

to distinguish the effects of anonymity as 6
incorporated into Facebook-based online peer
assessment of micro-teaching performance (Lin,

2018).

this study examined the degree to which online 3
feedback training impacted EFL college students’

text revisions (Yang & Meng, 2013).

The current paper investigated whether providing 12
and receiving peer feedback using an online tool was
related to improvement in students’ presentation

skills (Day et al., 2022).

The present study aimed to examine the impacts of 12
synchronous discussion between assessors and

assesses on writing performance, qualitative

feedback quality, meta-cognitive awareness and self-
efficacy in web-based peer assessment (Zheng et al.,
2018).

To enhance student engagement in peer assessment, 3
we designed and developed a web-based tool,
autonomy-supportive peer assessment (Yuan & Kim,
2018).

the current study examines the effects that Facebook- 2
based online peer assessment with micro-teaching

videos can have on pre-service teachers’ attitudes
toward peer assessment and perceived learning from

peer assessment over time (Lin, 2016).

The purpose of this study was to compare the effects 7
of two peer assessment methods on university

students’ academic writing performance and their
satisfaction with peer assessment (Xiao & Lucking,
2008).

This study designs the strategy of peer assessment 9
based on the theory of knowledge building to

improve a class of 33 undergraduate students’

Naveh and Bykhovsky (2021); Noroozi and Hatami
(2019); Sun et al. (2015); Tsivitanidou and
Constantinou (2016); Zong et al. (2021)

Demir (2018); Demirbilek (2015); Li and Gao
(2016); Lin (2018); Tsai and Liang (2009); Wang
et al. (2020)

van den Bos and Tan (2019); Yang and Meng (2013);
Yang (2011)

Chang and Lin (2020); Chen et al. (2020); Cheng

et al. (2014); Cheng and Tsai (2012); Day et al.
(2022); Ge (2022); Ho (2020); Hsia et al. (2016);
Kuo et al. (2017); Lin et al. (2021); Noroozi et al.
(2020); Shih (2013)

Chew et al. (2016); Ching (2014); Choi (2014);
Gielen and De Wever (2015a); Hsia et al. (2016);
Kobayashi (2020); Lin (2018); Mandala et al. (2018);
Noroozi et al. (2022); Prins et al. (2005); van den Bos
and Tan (2019); Zheng et al. (2018)

Wilkinson (2022); Yu et al. (2019); Yuan and Kim
(2018)

Kaufman and Schunn (2011); Lin (2016)

Chang (2015); Cheng et al. (2014); De Brtn et al.
(2022); Hoffman (2019); Mandala et al. (2018); van
der Pol et al. (2008); Xiao and Lucking (2008)

Cevik (2015); Demirbilek (2015); Dominguez et al.
(2015); Ekahitanond (2013); Jiang et al. (2022); Li
et al. (2008); Pham et al. (2020); Sun et al. (2015);
Zhan (2021)

(continued on next page)
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Table 4 (continued)

Category

Sub-category

Description

Example

Frequency

)

Reference

Improve
communication skills

Improve deep learning
Improve students’
participation

Improve students’ self-
efficacy

Other behaviors

The study conducted peer feedback to
improve students’ communication skills

The study conducted peer feedback to
improve students’ in-depth learning
process

The study conducted peer feedback to
improve students’ participation in
learning process

The study conducted peer feedback to
improve students’ self-efficacy

The study conducted peer feedback to
improve other learning behaviors

critical thinking skills in one semester (Jiang et al.,
2022).

One of the purpose of this study was to implement an
online video peer assessment system to scaffold their
communication skills (Lai, 2016).

This study is focused on how peer feedback in SPOCs
(Small Private Online Courses) can effectively lead to
deep learning (Filius et al., 2018).

the proposed PAGA significantly increases student
online participation (Lin et al., 2021).

an online peer-feedback system for dance education
has been developed in order to compare the effects of
different modes of online peer-feedback on students’
dance skills performance, learning motivation, self-
efficacy, peer review quality, peer assessment
correctness, and online learning behaviors (Hsia

et al., 2016).

this study aims to explore how students with various
epistemic beliefs perform with regard to
argumentative essay writing, domain-specific
learning, and attitudinal change by exposing them to
an argumentative peer feedback setting (Noroozi &
Hatami, 2019).

Dominguez et al. (2015); Lai et al. (2020); Lai
(2016); Prins et al. (2005)

Cheng and Hou (2015); Filius et al. (2018); Zheng
et al. (2018)

Al Qunayeer (2020); Lin et al. (2021)

Hsia et al. (2016); Zheng et al. (2018)

Dippold (2009); Hsia et al. (2016); Noroozi and
Hatami (2019)
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Table 5
Students’ characteristics*.

Description

Example

Frequency

N)

Reference

Category Sub-category
Students’ Ability level
individual
differences
Gender

Epistemic beliefs

Other student
characteristics

The study investigated the influence of
student’s different academic
performance level on feedback and/or
task performance

The study investigated the influence of
gender difference on students’
performance

The study investigated the influence of
different epistemic beliefs on students’
performance

The study investigated the influence of
other students’ personal differences on
students’ performance

To evaluate the degree to which students at different English
proficiency levels enhance their writing ability using the online
feedback training, they were grouped into two groups—more-
and less- proficient students (Yang & Meng, 2013).

to explore the extent to which female and male students differ
regarding their argumentative feedback quality, essay writing
and content learning in an online environment (Noroozi et al.,
2020).

there is a need for further empirical evidence on whether and
how it is related to various aspects of argumentation- based
learning namely argumentative essay writing, domain-specific
learning, and attitudinal change while considering their
epistemic beliefs which are known to be related to
argumentation (Noroozi & Hatami, 2019).

to analyze the influence of entrepreneurial experience in the
family and assessment mode on the performance of business
planning (Lee, 2015).

9

Cheng and Hou (2015); Chew et al. (2016); Day et al.

(2022); Illana-Mahiques (2021); Li and Gao (2016);
Noroozi et al. (2016); Shih (2011); Yang and Meng
(2013); Zhan (2021)

Cheng et al., 2014; Noroozi et al., 2020, 2022

Noroozi and Hatami (2019); Tsai and Liang (2009)

Demirbilek (2015); Kobayashi (2020); Lee (2015);
Shih (2013)

Note: “Students” refers to both feedback providers and receivers in the online peer feedback studies.
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Table 6
Presentation.
Category Sub-category Description Example Frequency Reference
)
Assessment Rubrics The study provided students in the reviewer and peer 33 Chen et al. (2020); Chen and Gao
tools rubrics to students for groups had to review the plans and (2022); Cheng et al. (2015); Chew
feedback comment and/ provide feedback based on the et al. (2016); De Brtin et al.
or rating criteria of business planning (Lee, (2022); Demir (2018); Demirbilek
2015). (2015); Filius et al. (2018); Gielen
and De Wever (2015a, 2015b); Ho
(2020); Hoffman (2019); Hsia
et al. (2016); Kuo et al. (2017);
Lee (2015); Li and Gao (2016); Li
et al. (2008); Lin (2016); Lin
(2018); Lin et al. (2021); Liu et al.
(2018); Mandala et al. (2018);
Mostert and Snowball (2013);
Naveh and Bykhovsky (2021);
Noroozi et al. (2022); Prins et al.
(2005); van der Pol et al. (2008);
Wilkinson (2022); Xiao and
Lucking (2008); Yuan and Kim
(2018); Zhan (2021); Zheng et al.
(2018); Zong et al. (2021)

Feedback template The study provided the instructor provided the same 11 Cevik (2015); Choi (2014); Filius
feedback template to structured PFB template to every et al. (2018); Ge (2022); Gielen
show how feedback student (Gielen & De Wever, and De Wever (2015a, 2015b);
should be provided 2015a). Lin (2016); Lin (2018); Sun and

Zhang (2022); Wang et al. (2020);
Wilkinson (2022)

Task sample The study provided task Examples of the best previous 8 Chen et al. (2020); Chen and Gao
sample to show what is works were shown and discussed ( (2022); Demir (2018);
expected Dominguez et al., 2015). Dominguez et al. (2015); Gielen

and De Wever (2015b); Ho
(2020); Noroozi and Hatami
(2019); Prins et al. (2005)

Feedback checklist The study provided a a content condition, in which 5 Abri et al. (2021); Chang (2015);
checklist for students to again the same PFB template was Choi (2014); Gielen and De Wever
guide their feedback provided, but this time together (2015a); Yang (2011)
process with a content checklist form,

which required the assessor to
actually select the essential
content from the paper, meaning
that the content checklist was
contextualized to a specific paper (
Gielen & De Wever, 2015a).

Guiding questions The study provided we included question prompts in 5 Cevik (2015); Chew et al. (2016);
guiding questions to order to scaffold students’ Latifi et al. 2021b; Wilkinson
promote feedback reasoning and analysis, direct (2022); Zhan (2021)
process their attention to specific aspects

of problem solving, and to
facilitate online group discussions
(Cevik, 2015).

Feedback guideline The study provided During weeks 6 and 7, the 4 De Brin et al. (2022); Dominguez
feedback guideline to guidelines of giving feedback were et al. (2015); Ekahitanond (2013);
instruct feedback introduced (Ekahitanond, 2013). Filius et al. (2018)
process

Annotation Students annotated in Furthermore, students were 2 Day et al. (2022); Lai et al. (2020)
task and provided required to write a short
comment on that part paragraph with general feedback

comments and annotate at least
one moment in the video with
specific feedback for that moment
(Day et al., 2022).

Other tools The study provided the assessee was provided with 4 Cevik (2015); Gielen and De
other assessment tool to peer feedback request form, which Wever (2015a); Noroozi et al.
promote feedback required the assessee to formulate (2016); Tsivitanidou and
process a specific feedback demand ( Constantinou (2016)

Gielen & De Wever, 2015a).
Instructional Training The study provided the participants were engagedina 31 Abri et al. (2021); Chang and Lin
support training to support two-week training programme on (2020); Chang (2015); Chen and

10
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Category Sub-category Description Example Frequency Reference
N)
feedback process, such how to give feedback on wiki Gao (2022); Choi (2014); Day
as technology training, pages and how to create better et al. (2022); De Brtin et al.
feedback training quality comments, revisions, and (2022); Demirbilek (2015);
suggestions on wiki pages (Abri Dippold (2009); Dominguez et al.
et al., 2021). (2015); Hoffman (2019);
Illana-Mahiques (2021); Kaufman
and Schunn (2011); Kobayashi
(2020); Lai et al. (2020); Lai
(2016); Li and Gao (2016); Liang
and Tsai (2010); Lin (2016); Lin
(2018); Lin et al. (2021); Mostert
and Snowball (2013); Pham et al.
(2020); Prins et al. (2005); Saeed
et al. (2018); van den Bos and Tan
(2019); Wilkinson (2022); Xiao
and Lucking (2008); Yang and
Meng (2013); Zhan (2021); Zheng
et al. (2018)
Discussion The study conducted students practiced reviewing 23 Al Qunayeer (2020); Cevik
class discussion for sample drafts in small groups, (2015); Chang (2015); Choi
students and teachers to followed by a whole-class (2014); De Brin et al. (2022);
exchange opinions discussion (Chang, 2015). Demir (2018); Ekahitanond
(2013); Filius et al. (2018); Ho
(2020); Hoffman (2019);
Kaufman and Schunn (2011);
Kobayashi (2020); Li and Gao
(2016); Li et al. (2008); Liu et al.
(2018); Mostert and Snowball
(2013); Prins et al. (2005); Shih
(2011); Tsivitanidou and
Constantinou (2016); van der Pol
et al. (2008); Yang (2011); Yuan
and Kim (2018); Zheng et al.
(2018)
Feedback practice The study provided giving them the opportunity to 5 Chang (2015); Wilkinson (2022);
opportunities to practice  practise assessing a sample e- Xiao and Lucking (2008); Yang
peer feedback on sample  journal entry (Zhan, 2021). and Meng (2013); Zhan (2021)
task
Others The study conducted When providing feedback to peers, 2 Ching (2014); Dippold (2009)
other supports to students were asked to use the
support peer feedback role-play strategy (role play) by
process assuming a stakeholder’s role of
their own choice in the case
scenario and providing
constructive feedback from the
perspective of the selected
stakeholder (Ching, 2014).
Level of Double-blinded The identify of assessor the whole review process was 35 Abri et al. (2021); Chang and Lin
anonymity and assessee are not double blinded, with both the (2020); Chen et al. (2020); Cheng

disclosed

providers and receivers of
feedback remaining anonymous
throughout the process (Mandala
et al., 2018).

11

et al. (2014); Cheng et al. (2015);
Cheng and Tsai (2012); Chew

et al. (2016); De Brin et al.
(2022); Dominguez et al. (2015);
Ge (2022); Ho (2020); Hoffman
(2019); Hsia et al. (2016);
Illana-Mahiques (2021); Kaufman
and Schunn (2011); Kuo et al.
(2017); Lee (2015); Li and Gao
(2016); Liang and Tsai (2010); Lin
(2018); Lin et al. (2021); Liu et al.
(2018); Mandala et al. (2018);
Mostert and Snowball (2013);
Naveh and Bykhovsky (2021);
Saeed et al. (2018); Simonsmeier
et al. (2020); Sun et al. (2015);
Tsai and Liang (2009);
Tsivitanidou and Constantinou
(2016); van den Bos and Tan

(continued on next page)
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Category Sub-category Description Example Frequency Reference
N)
(2019); Wang et al. (2020); Yang
(2011); Zhan (2021); Zong et al.
(2021)

Nonanonymous The identify of assessor an identifiable condition, in which 6 Chew et al. (2016); Lai et al.
and assessee are assessors’ full real names could be (2020); Lin (2018); Liu et al.
discloused seen by their assesses (Lin, 2018). (2018); van den Bos and Tan

(2019); Xiao and Lucking (2008)

Partially anonymous  Not all rounds of For the PA group, the first two 2 Cheng and Hou (2015); Kobayashi
feedback are anonymous  peer reviews were anonymous, (2020)

and the last two were identifiable (
Kobayashi, 2020).

Single-blinded The identify of feedback  this study operationalized the 1 Chen and Gao (2022)
receiver was hidden and  online peer feedback as single-
the feedback provider blind for the receiver (the identity
was identified of the receiver was hidden),

whereas all the feedback providers
posted feedback in real name (
Chen & Gao, 2022).
Scoring Peer comment with Student provided The assessment task included 24 Chen et al. (2020); Cheng et al.

peer scoring quantitative (score) and grade giving (quantitative (2015); Cheng and Tsai (2012);
qualitative (comment) assessment) and comment making Day et al. (2022); Filius et al.
feedback (qualitative assessment) (Cheng & (2018); Hsia et al. (2016); Jiang

Tsai, 2012). et al. (2022); Kaufman and
Schunn (2011); Kuo et al. (2017);
Lai et al. (2020); Lai (2016); Lee
(2015); Li and Gao (2016); Li
et al. (2008); Liang and Tsai
(2010); Lin et al. (2021); Mostert
and Snowball (2013); Naveh and
Bykhovsky (2021); Sun et al.
(2015); Tsai and Liang (2009);
Wang et al. (2020); Xiao and
Lucking (2008); Zheng et al.
(2018); Zong et al. (2021)

Peer scoring only Student only rated while students in the comparison 3 Chen et al. (2020); Hsia et al.
peer’s task group assessed their peers’ articles (2016); Xiao and Lucking (2008)

by using a rating-only peer

assessment method (Xiao &

Lucking, 2008).

Peer comment with In addition to peer The course teacher also scored 3 Kaufman and Schunn (2011); Lai

peer scoring and comment and scoring, each student’s writing in each et al. (2020); Liang and Tsai

tutor scoring tutors also rated round by the same dimensions, (2010)
student’s performance which was viewed as the expert’s

scores (Liang & Tsai, 2010).

Peer comment with Student rated their own Each student enrolled in this class 1 Liang and Tsai (2010)

self-scoring performance and first submitted his/her report to
provided feedback to the peer assessment system online
peers and scored him/herself (i.e., self-

assessment) (Liang & Tsai, 2010).

Rounds of peer  Two rounds Students involved in two ~ Two rounds of peer-assessment 9 Chen et al. (2020); Kaufman and
feedback* rounds of peer feedback activities (Lai et al., 2020). Schunn (2011); Lai et al. (2020);
for one assignment Lai (2016); Lin (2016); Mandala
et al. (2018); Xiao and Lucking
(2008); Yang and Meng (2013);
Zheng et al. (2018)

Three rounds Students involved in The feedback messages given by 7 Cheng et al. (2015); Gielen and De
three rounds of peer 47 undergraduate students in a Wever (2015a); Jiang et al.
feedback for one three-round online peer (2022); Lee (2015); Liang and
assignment assessment review (Cheng et al., Tsai (2010); Sun and Zhang

2015). (2022); Tsai and Liang (2009)

Multiple times Students involved in Four video/article reflection 2 Kobayashi (2020); Shih (2013)
multiple time of peer topics were given throughout the
feedback for different semester, and each student
assignments completed eight peer assessments

in total (Kobayashi, 2020).

Feedback Feedback evaluation =~ Feedback receivers were  the participants were required to 7 Abri et al. (2021); Dominguez
evaluation asked to evaluate or evaluate the usefulness of their et al. (2015); Filius et al. (2018);

peers’ feedback at the end of

12

Gielen and De Wever (2015a);
(continued on next page)
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Category Sub-category Description Example Frequency Reference
)
comment on the online peer assessment (Zhan, Kaufman and Schunn (2011);
feedback content 2021). Yang (2011); Zhan (2021)
Feedback rating Feedback receivers were  they also provide their reviewers 3 Filius et al. (2018); Kaufman and
asked to rate the with feedback about the Schunn (2011); Li et al. (2008)
feedback content helpfulness of the reviews, again
using a seven-point rating scale
with written comments (Kaufman
& Schunn, 2011).
Feedback response Feedback receivers were  the participants were encouraged 2 Demir (2018); Yuan and Kim
asked to response to the to respond to the comments of (2018)
feedback content their peers (Demir, 2018).
Group format Individual Student provided peer the students involved in this 5 Chen et al. (2020); Cheng and Hou
feedback individually activity worked alone when (2015); Demirbilek (2015);
assessing peers’ projects (Cheng & Mandala et al. (2018); Noroozi
Hou, 2015). et al. (2020)
Group Students worked in the collaborative teams were 4 Al Qunayeer (2020); Chang and
group to provide peer instructed to meet together, and Lin (2020); Hsia et al. (2016);
feedback discuss and generate a single peer Mandala et al. (2018)
review (Mandala et al., 2018).
Pair Students worked in pairs Students were paired up in this 2 Cevik (2015); Lee (2015)
to provide feedback to group, giving scores and
each other comments on each other’s
business plans according to the
seven assessment criteria (Lee,
2015).
Feedback Written Students provide written The student assessors had to input 8 Chang (2015); Ge (2022);
format feedback written feedback for their Kaufman and Schunn (2011); Lai
respective assessees on the onPear (2016); Lin (2016); Lin (2018);
system within one week (Lin, Simonsmeier et al. (2020); Yu
2018). et al. (2019)
Oral Students provide oral They read each other’s drafts and 1 Yu et al. (2019)
feedback provided written feedback in
English or/and oral feedback in
Chinese (Yu et al., 2019).
Video Students record a video it was required that both video 1 Ge (2022)
to provide feedback feedback and written feed- back
should primarily be in Chinese (
Ge, 2022).

Feedback Asynchronous Student provided This asynchronous feedback 6 Al Qunayeer (2020); Chang
timing feedback not at the same  giving assignment was completed (2015); Chen and Gao (2022);
mode period through an “e-learning forum” on Filius et al. (2018); Latifi et al.,

the university portal (Chen & Gao, 2021b; Saeed et al. (2018)
2022).
Synchronous Student provided allows students to provide 3 Chang and Lin (2020); Ho (2020);
feedback at the same anonymous and time- Pham et al. (2020)
period synchronized feedback (Ho,
2020).

Feedback First language Students used first it was required that both video 3 Cheng and Tsai (2012); Ge (2022);

language language in peer feedback and written feed- back Yu et al. (2019)
feedback should primarily be in Chinese (
Ge, 2022).
Second language Students used second Class A was required to use 2 Sun and Zhang (2022); Yu et al.
language in peer English only (Sun & Zhang, 2022). (2019)
feedback
Optional first of Students could choose to  Students were encouraged to give 1 Chen and Gao (2022)
second language use their first or second sentence-to-sentence feedback
language in peer comments to the writing sample
feedback either in English or in Chinese (
Chen & Gao, 2022).
Translanguaging Students used second Class B translanguaging for online 1 Sun and Zhang (2022)

language in peer
feedback with the help
of their first language

peer feedback (Sun & Zhang,
2022).

Note: “Multiple rounds of feedback™ refers to the frequency of peer feedback activities including both providing and receiving feedback.
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3.5. Coding scheme and data analysis

The deductive and inductive content analysis method by Elo and Kyngas (2008) was adopted in this review. The included pub-
lications were analyzed by employing deductive content analysis based on the five components, including Content, Function, Student
Characteristics, Presentation, and Source. To address RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, RQ4, and RQ5, we analyzed the findings of Content, Function,
Student Characteristics, Presentation, and Source separately, and adopted inductive content analysis to extract and categorize the
various findings under a broader concept (see Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7). The authors engaged in multiple
discussions to determine the coding scheme. Additionally, other authors verified the first author’s coding for 5 percent of the pub-
lications. In cases of disagreement, the authors conducted calibration discussions to reach a shared understanding of the coding scheme
and the coding results of the publications. The first author coded the remaining publications. Among those, publications for which the
first author was uncertain were reviewed by other co-authors as well.

4. Results

The results of the coding and analysis of the reviewed publications are presented in Tables 3-7 according to their research
questions. Each table shows how each component was addressed in the reviewed publications, including categories, sub-categories,
explanations, relevant examples drawn from the reviewed publications, frequency of articles referring to each sub-category, and a
full list of all the publications referenced. As one publication could refer to more than one sub-category, the frequency numbers of each
sub-category may overlap.

4.1. RQI: what content of online peer feedback in higher education has been identified?

As summarized in Table 3, the content of the feedback messages in reviewed publications was categorized into (a) Cognitive content,
(b) Affective content, and (c) Metacognitive content.

Cognitive content was most frequently identified in reviewed publications (n = 29; 39%), while Metacognitive content was identified
less often (n = 8; 10%). Generally, students tended to provide more problem-identification comments, especially global peer feedback,
such as feedback on genre and structure, and less specific feedback, such as feedback on grammar, punctuation, and pronunciation (e.
g., Chang, 2015; Chen & Gao, 2022; Gielen & De Wever, 2015b; Jiang et al., 2022). In addition, researchers have paid attention to
Affective content (n = 11; 15%), which has a substantial impact on the process and outcome of online peer feedback. Students tended to
provide positive and supportive feedback to their peers as opposed to negative comments (e.g., Cheng et al., 2015; Mandala et al.,
2018). Moreover, emoticons were a way for students to express feelings of encouragement, sadness, and questioning in peer feedback
comments, serving as a means to soften the tone and enhance politeness (Shih, 2011). By using emoticons, students could not only
benefit from peer feedback but also strengthen their interpersonal relationships among group members. For example, students may use
“@@” to show they are confused or speechless, and use “: D” to show they feel happy.

4.2. RQ2: what functions of online peer feedback in higher education have been found?

In the reviewed publications, the functions of peer feedback were categorized into (a) to improve students’ task performance, (b) to
improve students’ learning behavior, and (c) to improve students’ feedback performance (see Table 4).

More than half of the reviewed studies used online peer feedback to improve students’ task performance in various disciplines (n =
48). Among these, the improvement of students’ writing performance attracted the most attention, such as in English writing for EFL
students (e.g., Abri et al., 2021; Chen & Gao, 2022; Pham et al., 2020; Shih, 2011), argumentative essay writing (Latifi et al., 2021b;
Noroozi et al., 2016, 2020, 2022; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019), and writing in a particular style in a domain-specific area, for example,
counter-offer writing performance (e.g., Liu et al., 2018). In addition, as mentioned earlier, peer feedback was used particularly
frequently in educational science. Therefore, many studies explored the impact of peer feedback on knowledge and skills related to
teaching (e.g., Demir, 2018; Demirbilek, 2015; Li & Gao, 2016; Tsai & Liang, 2009; Wang et al., 2020). Moreover, researchers have
implemented peer feedback to improve students’ feedback performance (n = 24; 32%), and most studies conducted peer feedback to
enhance the quality of feedback comments (e.g., Kobayashi, 2020; van den Bos & Tan, 2019). Researchers have also measured the

Table 7
Source.
Category Description Example Frequency Reference
)
Peer feedback with Students received it was the tutor who was first to provide feedback in the first task, 3 Dippold (2009); Lai
tutor feedback feedback from tutor commenting on content as well as grammar (Dippold, 2009). (2016); Shih (2011)
Peer feedback with Students reviewed During PR, students reviewed both themselves and others through the 2 Ho (2020); Prins

self-assessment

themselves

rubric (Ho, 2020).

et al. (2005)

Peer feedback with Students received In addition, comprehensive explanations, which are the immediate 1 Yang and Meng
feedback from feedback from system feedback to students’ detection and correction, are automatically (2013)
system provided by the CSCL system after students finish the task (Yang &

Meng, 2013).
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function of peer feedback to improve students’ learning behaviors (n = 23; 31%). These include higher-order thinking skills gained the
most attention, and most studies focused on the improvement of students’ critical thinking skills (e.g., Demirbilek, 2015; Dominguez
et al., 2015; Ekahitanond, 2013; Jiang et al., 2022; Zhan, 2021).

4.3. RQ3: what student characteristics have been determined that influence online peer feedback in higher education?

Twenty-four percent of the reviewed studies (n = 18) addressed the influence of student characteristics in online peer feedback
practices. The reviewed publications investigated several student characteristics in online peer feedback experiments. These studies
focused on students’ individual differences, such as ability level, gender, epistemic beliefs, and a small collection of other student
characteristics (e.g., entrepreneurial experience; see Table 5).

The most commonly studied factor was student ability level (n = 9; 12%) since it is widely shown that this influences student
performance in peer feedback (e.g., Cheng et al., 2014; Cheng & Hou, 2015) and students’ uptake of the comments they receive (e.g.,
Noroozi et al., 2022). The studies measured the ability level of students’ academic performance (e.g., Chew et al., 2016; Demir, 2018;
Li & Gao, 2016), writing ability (e.g., Illana-Mahiques, 2021; Noroozi et al., 2016; Yang & Meng, 2013), and English ability (e.g., Shih,
2011). Additionally, gender was also frequently addressed in peer feedback studies (n = 3; 4%).

4.4. RQ4: what presentation modes of online peer feedback in higher education have been found?

Table 6 shows the overview of the presentation component of online peer feedback in higher education, including (a) assessment
tools, (b) instructional support, (c) level of anonymity, (d) scoring, (e) rounds of peer feedback, (f) feedback evaluation, (g) group format, (h)
feedback format, (i) feedback timing mode, and (j) feedback language.

Nearly all reviewed studies (n = 72) provided students with assessment tools to show them the criteria for the task assessment and to
help them navigate their peer feedback process. Almost half of the reviewed studies provided feedback rubrics to students (n = 33),
including criteria for feedback comments and rubrics for peer rating (e.g., Hsia et al., 2016; Kuo et al., 2017; Lee, 2015; Zhan, 2021).
Instructional support was often provided to students during online peer feedback (n = 61; 83%). Training was the most frequent form
of instructional support (n = 31; 42%), and researchers provided students with various kinds of training, such as technology training on
using online platforms (e.g., Chang & Lin, 2020; Chen & Gao, 2022; Illana-Mahiques, 2021), training on feedback criteria (e.g.,
Kobayashi, 2020; Lai et al., 2020), and training on the peer feedback process (e.g., Abri et al., 2021; De Brin et al., 2022; Ill-
ana-Mahiques, 2021); however, other studies decided not to provide peer feedback training for students (Dippold, 2009). Moreover,
discussion was also commonly conducted in peer feedback practice (n = 23; 31%), which included the discussion of the sample task
and template feedback (e.g., Choi, 2014), and rubric before the online peer feedback (e.g., Demir, 2018; Hoffman, 2019; Li et al.,
2008), the discussion on the task (e.g., Ekahitanond, 2013) and the discussion of the feedback after the online peer feedback (e.g., Al
Qunayeer, 2020; Filius et al., 2018). Among these, discussions occurred between students, i.e., assessees and assessors (e.g., Cevik,
2015; Chang, 2015), and between students and teachers (e.g., Ho, 2020; Liang & Tsai, 2010; Yang, 2011). In addition, the online
discussion function provided by the online learning systems allows participants to have online interactions instead of in-person dis-
cussions (e.g., Al Qunayeer, 2020).

According to the reviewed publications, researchers have explored the influence of different levels of anonymity. Almost half of the
reviewed studies used double-blinded (n = 35; e.g., Chew et al., 2016; Hoffman, 2019; Kuo et al., 2017; Liang & Tsai, 2010), and one study
tried single-blinded, which showed that students responded positively to this form of anonymity (Chen & Gao, 2022). In addition to
providing qualitative feedback from various sources, some studies have measured the impact of scoring on assignments. Peer comment with
peer scoring was the most frequently used method (n = 24; 32%; e.g., Kuo et al., 2017; Mostert & Snowball, 2013; Wang et al., 2020). In
addition, several studies reviewed conducted multiple rounds of peer feedback on one assignment. Most studies have been designed to have
students provide two rounds of peer feedback (n = 9; 12%j; e.g., Mandala et al., 2018; Xiao & Lucking, 2008; Yang & Meng, 2013). Some
studies had students provide multiple times of peer feedback on different assignments (Kobayashi, 2020; Shih, 2013). To get a better
understanding of feedback receivers’ feelings and needs, some studies have implemented feedback evaluation, so requested feedback re-
ceivers evaluate, respond to, and rate the feedback comments they received from peers. The most common method was for receivers to
evaluate or write comments on the peer feedback content (n = 7; 9%j; e.g., Abri et al., 2021; Gielen & De Wever, 2015a; Zhan, 2021).
Regarding group format, most of the studies asked students to provide feedback independently to various group members (n = 5; 6%; Chen
et al., 2020; Cheng & Hou, 2015; Demirbilek, 2015; Mandala et al., 2018; Noroozi et al., 2020). However, some studies had students
working in groups to generate feedback collaboratively (Al Qunayeer, 2020; Chang & Lin, 2020; Hsia et al., 2016; Mandala et al., 2018).

In terms of feedback format, the most frequently used was written comment (n = 8; 10%; e.g., Chang, 2015; Kaufman & Schunn,
2011; Simonsmeier et al., 2020), although some studies tried different ways, such as video feedback (Ge, 2022) and oral feedback (Yu
etal., 2019). Regarding feedback timing mode, while most peer feedback research was now focused on an asynchronous method (n = 6;
8%; e.g., Al Qunayeer, 2020; Chang, 2015; Chen & Gao, 2022), some studies were beginning to explore synchronous peer feedback
(Chang & Lin, 2020; Ho, 2020; Pham et al., 2020). When it comes to feedback language, some studies only required students to provide
feedback in their first language (Cheng & Tsai, 2012; Ge, 2022; Yu et al., 2019), while other studies required students to use their
second language (Sun & Zhang, 2022; Yu et al., 2019). Some studies also gave students the option of using either language (Chen &
Gao, 2022) or examined the effect of translation on peer feedback (Sun & Zhang, 2022).

It should be noted that when analyzing the level of anonymity, rounds of peer feedback, group format, feedback format, feedback timing
mode, and feedback language, we found that most articles did not describe these presentation modes, so only publications that
mentioned relevant modes were analyzed.
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4.5. RQ5: what sources of online peer feedback in higher education have been identified?

In peer feedback, the source of feedback is the student’s peers. However, in some studies, the researchers introduced feedback from
other sources in addition to peer feedback (see Table 7). In general, only 8 percent of the reviewed studies (n = 6) combined peer
feedback with feedback from other sources. Tutor feedback was used most frequently (n = 3; 4%; Dippold, 2009; Lai, 2016; Shih,
2011), followed by student self-assessment (Ho, 2020; Prins et al., 2005), and feedback from the online system (Yang & Meng, 2013).

5. Discussion

This systematic literature review presents a comprehensive overview of the current research landscape in higher education con-
cerning five essential components of online peer feedback: content, function, student characteristics, presentation, and source, as
identified by the MISCA model. Our overarching results revealed a predominant emphasis on cognitive feedback comments within
online peer feedback studies. The primary function of peer feedback, in most cases, was related to enhancing students’ task perfor-
mance. A small portion of the reviewed studies delved into individual student characteristics, with a main focus on students’ ability
levels and gender. Rubrics and training were found to be the most commonly employed presentation modes for online peer feedback.
Finally, only a small subset of studies explored the integration of peer feedback with feedback from other sources.

In the following sections, we undertake a comprehensive exploration and interpretation of our findings concerning each component
of online peer feedback. Subsequently, we adopt an analytical approach to explain the complex interplay among these five key
components that constitute the foundation of online peer feedback practices in higher education. This in-depth analysis could unveil
the potential interactions, offering valuable insights into how to seamlessly integrate and effectively implement peer feedback
practices within the context of online higher education.

5.1. Content of online peer feedback

Our findings regarding the first research question raise the necessity for a more well-rounded approach to crafting feedback
content. While we identified a prevailing cognitive focus within the content of online peer feedback, we also noted a significant
underrepresentation of the equally vital aspects of high-quality feedback content, namely the affective and meta-cognitive content (as
previously delineated by Nelson & Schunn, 2009; Patchan et al., 2016). This finding implies that while cognitive content has received
due consideration, the holistic richness of feedback, encompassing emotional and reflective information, requires greater emphasis.
The omission of affective and meta-cognitive content may potentially hinder the comprehensive development and growth of students
in online peer feedback processes. Thus, it highlights an opportunity for educators and instructional designers to encourage a more
comprehensive approach to peer feedback content, one that encompasses cognitive, affective, and meta-cognitive aspects to foster a
more well-rounded and beneficial learning experience for students.

One possible explanation for the observed underemphasis on affective and metacognitive feedback content in online peer feedback
practices may be attributed to the primary functions of peer feedback in most studies. These studies frequently center on enhancing
students’ task performance, such as improving writing skills or deepening their understanding of domain-specific knowledge (e.g., Abri
etal., 2021; Chen & Gao, 2022). Consequently, researchers tend to prioritize cognitive feedback, as it directly addresses elements like
identifying issues in peers’ tasks (e.g., Kerman et al., 2022; Patchan et al., 2016).

Nevertheless, it is essential to recognize that while cognitive feedback, including problem identification and task revision-oriented
suggestions, offers precise and constructive guidance for immediate performance enhancement, recent research emphasizes the
influential role of affective and metacognitive peer feedback on students’ overall engagement and subsequent task performance. For
instance, students’ reception and utilization of feedback can be significantly affected by both positive and negative emotional feedback
(Cheng et al., 2014). Additionally, metacognitive feedback, which delves into the processes and self-regulation aspects of learning, has
been shown to elicit deeper student engagement with the learning task (Alqassab, Strijbos, & Ufer, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

Therefore, it becomes evident that a comprehensive approach to feedback content that encompasses cognitive, affective, and
metacognitive aspects is not only conducive to immediate performance improvement but also holds the potential to enhance students’
overall engagement and proficiency in subsequent tasks, fostering a more holistic and effective learning experience.

5.2. Functions of online peer feedback

The findings derived from our exploration of the second research question provide valuable insights into the multifaceted nature of
online peer feedback in higher education. Predominantly, the primary function of online peer feedback revolves around enhancing
students’ task performance, with a specific focus on areas such as writing proficiency. This focus aligns harmoniously with the core
definition of feedback, which is essentially geared towards bridging the gap between students’ current levels of task performance and
the desired benchmarks (e.g., Banihashem et al., 2022; Carless & Boud, 2018).

Our findings also illuminate other functions of online peer feedback. Notably, there is a concerted effort to improve students’
learning behaviors, such as higher-order thinking skills (e.g., Jiang et al., 2022) and communication competencies (e.g., Lai et al.,
2020). Furthermore, the quality of feedback they offer to their peers and their engagement in the feedback process itself emerge as
crucial considerations. This holistic approach to feedback function emphasizes that online peer feedback serves as a catalyst not only
for elevating academic task performance but also for nurturing positive transformations in students’ broader learning behaviors and
their ability to provide constructive feedback (e.g., Noroozi et al., 2022; Zhan, 2021).
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One plausible explanation for these findings may be attributed to the evolving educational landscape over time. There is a growing
acknowledgment that student development extends beyond mere task performance and should encompass the cultivation of skills such
as providing effective feedback (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In an era where critical thinking, effective communication, and collab-
orative abilities hold significant currency, educators and institutions are increasingly recognizing the vital importance of integrating
these competencies into the fabric of the learning process.

In essence, the multifaceted function of online peer feedback emphasizes the overarching educational objectives of cultivating
holistic growth among students. It extends beyond the confines of mere task performance improvement, striving to shape individuals
who not only excel in their subject matter but are also proficient in the art of delivering constructive feedback and adept at self-directed
learning. This comprehensive approach aligns with contemporary educational paradigms that prioritize the development of well-
rounded individuals who can thrive in diverse academic and professional contexts.

5.3. Students’ characteristics and online peer feedback

Our investigation into the third research question revealed a research gap in the existing literature concerning the role of individual
student characteristics (including both feedback providers and receivers) in online peer feedback practices. This gap may be attributed
to the inherent complexity associated with individual traits, which makes it challenging for researchers to evaluate it separately.
Researchers may opt to prioritize variables that are thought to have a more direct influence on peer feedback outcomes, such as
feedback presentation modes. Additionally, limited awareness among both researchers and practitioners concerning the potential
significance of individual characteristics in the context of online peer feedback practices may contribute to the relatively scant
attention given to exploring these features in research endeavors.

Although fewer than a quarter of the publications examined students’ characteristics within the domain of online peer feedback
practices, these studies notably prioritized the exploration of students’ individual differences. Specifically, a central aspect of these in-
dividual differences revolved around students’ ability levels, which emerged as a key influencer on student performance in peer feedback
practices (e.g., Cheng et al., 2014; Cheng & Hou, 2015). These studies identified ability levels in relation to students’ academic perfor-
mance (e.g., Chew et al., 2016), writing proficiency (e.g., Illana-Mahiques, 2021), and English language proficiency (e.g., Shih, 2011).

Another significant student characteristic that exerted a discernible influence on online peer feedback practices was gender (e.g.,
Noroozi et al., 2022). This finding suggests that gender-related factors play a substantive role in shaping how students engage with and
derive benefits from online peer feedback practices (e.g., Ranjbaran et al., 2023). In addition to ability levels and gender character-
istics, students’ epistemic beliefs emerged as a compelling factor in online peer feedback practices. This facet delves into how students
perceive knowledge and construct their thought processes, ultimately influencing the manner in which they engage in providing online
peer feedback (e.g., Banihashem et al., 2023; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019).

One possible reason for these findings could be related to the nuanced ways in which individuals from diverse backgrounds and
with varying epistemic orientations engage with the feedback process (Noroozi, 2023). Gender-related factors, for instance, may
influence communication styles, self-efficacy in giving and receiving feedback, or even the perception of authority within peer in-
teractions (Fallan & Opstad, 2016). Similarly, students’ epistemic beliefs can shape their receptiveness to feedback, their confidence in
their own assessments, and their willingness to adapt based on peer input (Banihashem et al., 2023; Panadero et al., 2023; Ranjbaran
et al., 2023). Acknowledging these intricate dynamics is crucial in designing effective online peer feedback interventions that account
for the diverse characteristics and beliefs of students, ultimately fostering a more inclusive and beneficial learning environment.

In general, while limited empirical studies have centered on the influence of individual student characteristics in online peer
feedback, theoretical studies (e.g., Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022) underscore the important role of these factors. The reviewed literature
further affirms that individual student characteristics, encompassing abilities, gender, and epistemic beliefs, significantly contribute to
the intricate dynamics inherent in online peer feedback practices. Recognizing these nuanced attributes stands to enhance the pre-
cision and efficacy of peer feedback strategies within the domain of online higher education.

5.4. Presentation modes of online peer feedback

Our exploration of the fourth research question, which examines how online peer feedback is presented in higher education,
revealed that a considerable number of studies have taken into account various factors when implementing online peer feedback
practices. Many studies incorporated various presentation modes into their online peer feedback practices. For instance, rubrics
(Demirbilek, 2015), feedback checklists (Yang, 2011), or guiding questions (Cevik, 2015) were commonly used to facilitate the de-
livery of online peer feedback. Also, a considerable number of studies stress the importance of training in online peer feedback
practices (Kobayashi, 2020). Furthermore, we see a wide variety of considerations on how to present online peer feedback:
double-blind, non-anonymous, or partially anonymous (e.g., Abri et al., 2021), synchronously (Pham et al., 2020) or asynchronously
(Saeed et al., 2018), individually (Chen et al., 2020) or in groups (Hsia et al., 2016), and in a written (Chang, 2015), oral (Yu et al.,
2019), or video format (Ge, 2022).

These findings highlight the multifaced nature of presenting online peer feedback within higher education, revealing the diverse
approaches that can be employed based on the specific educational objectives at hand. Indeed, research into the various presentation
modes individually (Panadero & Jonsson, 2020) shows that the effectiveness of a particular presentation mode and its use depends on
the aims and set-up of the course and study. In essence, how online peer feedback practices are presented can be tailored to align with
the intended learning outcomes. For example, consider a scenario where the primary aim of online peer feedback is to facilitate
students in developing the skills to identify issues in their peers’ work and provide constructive feedback. In such cases, using guiding
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questions and prompts as a way to present online peer feedback practices can be more effective (Latifi et al.,2021b; Zhan, 2021). By
integrating guiding questions and prompts, online peer feedback can be transformed into a structured and instructive process, guiding
students toward a deeper understanding of how to assess and improve their peers’ work. This targeted approach aligns seamlessly with
the educational objective of enhancing students’ analytical and feedback-giving capabilities.

Regardless of the specific presentation mode employed, being explicit on the performance criteria is an undisputable key in
effective feedback practices (Sadler, 1989). In line with this, many studies emphasize the importance of providing criteria and training
students in peer feedback practices (Demirbilek, 2015; Kobayashi, 2020). Working with exemplars emerges as a promising method to
enhance students’ understanding of criteria, thereby fostering improved peer feedback practices (To et al., 2022).

5.5. Sources of online peer feedback

Our investigation into the fifth research question showed that the combinations of various feedback sources with peer feedback
contribute to the diversity of online peer feedback practices. We found that there are other feedback sources combined with peer
feedback, including the combination of peers as the source of feedback with tutors (tutor-feedback; Dippold, 2009), with students as
self (self-assessment; Prins et al., 2005), and with feedback from the system (Yang & Meng, 2013). These findings imply that online
peer feedback practices are not a unilateral process that only includes student-to-student interactions; rather, involve a dynamic
interplay of various feedback sources.

This finding can be an indication of the complexity or potential richness of the peer feedback ecosystem where students engage in
both collaborative and self-reflective processes, enhanced by technology, to enrich the learning experience and improve the quality of
peer feedback provided and used.

5.6. The interconnection of five components of online peer feedback practices

As we explored the individual outcomes for each component of online peer feedback practices within higher education, it should be
mentioned that these findings are, in essence, integral components of a broader peer feedback ecosystem. Within this ecosystem,
dynamic interaction and interconnection among these components are necessary for the successful implementation of online peer
feedback practices in higher education. The importance of such interconnections of the components is highlighted by the MISCA model
developers (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022) as well, as they indicated that the efficacy of online peer feedback practices requires a
well-grounded interaction of all five key components of peer feedback.

Even though our research questions focused on the five key components independently, our results show various connections and
dynamic interactions between the components. These interconnections are necessary for enhancing the efficiency or effectiveness of
online peer feedback. While our discussion here is not exhaustive, we would like to emphasize some noteworthy interconnections that
were identified in our study.

Our findings on the content — focusing mostly on cognitive aspects — and the function of peer feedback — focusing mostly on
improving task performance — are likely to enhance one another. If the function of peer feedback is also to enhance students’ feedback
literacy or learning strategies, the content of the feedback is likely to be more geared towards metacognitive aspects or affective aspects
of dealing with feedback (Carless & Boud, 2018). Furthermore, the content of peer feedback is related to students’ characteristics, such
as their epistemic beliefs and gender (e.g., Noroozi et al., 2022; Noroozi & Hatami, 2019). For instance, it has been noted that female
students tend to provide more cognitive feedback compared to their male counterparts (Noroozi et al., 2022). Additionally, the mode
of presentation can significantly impact the content of peer feedback. As rubrics were found to be the most used way of presenting peer
feedback, the design of the rubric and the criteria used in rubrics can strongly guide how students use the rubric for feedback (Panadero
et al., 2023) and thereby impact the content and even the function of the (online) peer feedback. Anonymity in online peer feedback
tends to foster a more straightforward environment where students can feel comfortable delivering critical feedback. Several studies
have shown that students in anonymous conditions tended to provide more cognitive comments, such as critical feedback and
constructive suggestions for further improvement (Howard et al., 2010; Lin, 2018; Sha et al., 2022). It is worth noting that the impact
of anonymity on feedback may be influenced by cultural factors. For example, in Sha et al. (2022) conducted in China, anonymity
created an environment in which students felt more at ease and safe to provide in-depth suggestions and criticize their peers. This
allowed them to express their opinions without concerns about harming interpersonal relationships or facing criticism or ridicule for
providing constructive input. Conversely, non-anonymous settings often lead to more positively oriented, yet perhaps more meta-
cognitive, feedback exchanges among peers (Lin, 2018).

Furthermore, the quality of peer feedback content can be further enriched when combined with feedback from other sources, such
as tutors and automated systems employing Al and learning analytics (Banihashem et al., 2022; Farrokhnia et al., 2023; Van den Boom
et al., 2007). For instance, research by Van den Boom et al. (2007) suggests that combining reflective practices with input from both
tutors and peers results in higher learning outcomes. More recent studies on internal feedback (Nicol, 2021) suggest that combining
internal feedback processes with peer feedback fosters more effective and more efficient learning processes.

Understanding these relationships provides a foundation for refining peer feedback strategies within higher education settings.
Furthermore, it highlights the crucial note that successful implementation of online peer feedback practices in higher education re-
quires a thoughtful understanding of how five key components of online peer feedback practices interact with each other and how they
should be linked together to ensure the online peer feedback practices optimization.
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6. Limitations and implications for future research

This systematic literature review has several limitations that need to be acknowledged. First, it only included empirical studies,
potentially excluding some influential reviews and conceptual papers. To enrich future research in this area, we recommend adopting a
more inclusive approach, encompassing review studies. This broader perspective can offer a more comprehensive and holistic un-
derstanding of online peer feedback practices in higher education. Second, this review is confined to the context of higher education in
online settings, so it does not explore the practice of peer feedback in primary, secondary, or other educational settings. As the pre-
sentation modes of peer feedback might vary across different educational settings (Alqassab et al., 2023), it is important to note that
the findings of the present study may not be applicable to all educational environments. Nevertheless, the results of our study, coupled
with the mapping into the MISCA model, could serve as concrete starting points for studying comprehensive peer feedback practices in
diverse educational contexts. Future research could investigate how the different components of the MISCA model perform across
different educational settings, offering insights into the similarities and differences in online peer feedback practices influenced by
varying educational contexts. Third, the review analysis was limited by the lack of clear descriptions of the peer feedback process and
presentation modes, such as the type of feedback format or feedback language. This limitation was also noted by other review studies
(e.g., Algassab et al., 2023; Ashenafi, 2017). As a result, future experimental studies could provide a detailed description of the peer
feedback process and its presentation modes in online higher education settings.

Fourth, our study did not delve into the potential variations in peer feedback practices arising from different online platforms. We
encourage future studies to investigate the impact of various online platforms on the implementation and effectiveness of online peer
feedback practices in higher education. Such research could potentially provide insights into how technology and platform choices can
shape the peer feedback experience for both students and educators (see Kerman et al., 2023). Certainly, with the upcoming Artificial
intelligence, this will be a critical road for further inquiry. Finally, although it was stated that there should be a dynamic interaction
between the five components of online peer feedback practices for effective outcomes (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022), most reviewed
publications tend to focus on the impact of only one or two components of online peer feedback practices (e.g., Ching, 2014; Demirbilek,
2015). It could be related to the fact that most feedback models only focus on one or two components (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). For
example, one of the most cited feedback models by Hattie and Timperley (2007) emphasized two main components: (a) what are the
intended learning goals (i.e., Function), and (b) four types of content (task, process, self-regulation, and self) that effective feedback in-
cludes (i.e., Content). Future studies can focus on considering the synergies and interrelationships among these components and exploring
how all key components of online peer feedback practices interact and contribute to the successful implementation of online peer feedback
practices in higher education.

7. Conclusion

This systematic literature review utilized a theory-oriented approach, employing the MISCA model (Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022),
to explore the literature on online peer feedback practices in higher education. The primary objective was to map empirical research on
five key components that influence online peer feedback practices (online peer feedback content, function of online peer feedback,
students’ characteristics influencing online peer feedback practice, type of presentation of online peer feedback, and source of feed-
back that is combined with online peer feedback) for the purpose of providing a comprehensive overview of the current state of
research on these key components in online peer feedback practices.

This study offers a coherent and deep insight into the landscape of online peer feedback practices in higher education. By adopting
the MISCA model, this study extends our understanding of how the theoretical foundation of peer feedback is related to online peer
feedback practices, fosters further theoretical development in this field, and provides a structured framework for understanding and
analyzing components that influence online peer feedback practices in higher education settings. In addition, our findings contribute to
a deeper understanding of the multifaceted nature of online peer feedback practices. It sheds light on the components and their po-
tential interrelations that shape its implementation and effectiveness in higher education contexts.

From a practical point of view, understanding the important components of online peer feedback practices is important for in-
structors to find out the nature of peer feedback and make better use of it in their practices. Specifically, it is crucial for instructors to
learn the role of individual student characteristics in the feedback process to provide proper guidance and support (Panadero, 2023).
For example, instructors can tailor their design and presentation modes of online peer feedback practices to meet the different needs of
students with different characteristics (e.g., ability level, feedback literacy), thereby improving the effectiveness of the feedback
process and students’ performance (Lipnevich et al., 2016; Panadero & Lipnevich, 2022). Additionally, instructors could implement
various presentation modes (e.g., guiding questions and feedback evaluation) or combine peer feedback with feedback from other
sources (e.g., tutor, Al) to increase students’ metacognitive thinking and learning experience (Ho, 2020; Yang & Meng, 2013). In
addition to instructors, we advocate for future research efforts to investigate the role of these five key components on online peer
feedback practices from the perspective of diverse stakeholders, such as academic managers and faculty deans. This will facilitate a
holistic comprehension of the advantages and drawbacks of online peer feedback in higher education.

Overall, by integrating theory, synthesizing the literature, and identifying key components, this study enhances our understanding
of online peer feedback and offers valuable guidance for instructors, practitioners, and scholars in the field.
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Appendix A. Characteristics of included publications

Authors & Year Publication N Region Duration Discipline Platform Methodology  Data collection
source of method
research
Abri et al. (2021) Computer- 50 Oman 10 weeks English essay Wiki Mixed- Pre- and post-
Assisted writing method tests
Language Interview
Learning
Electronic
Journal
Al Qunayeer et al.,  Journal of 9 N/A 12weeks EFL writing Facebook Qualitative Content
2020 Information analysis
Technology Interview
Education:
Research
Cevik (2015) Computers in 70 Turkey 6weeks Teacher education Coursesites Quantitative Pre- and Post-
Human test
Behavior
Chang (2015) Assessing 22 Taiwan, 1semester  English Platform Mixed- Text analysis
Writing China method
Chang and Lin Innovations in 60 Taiwan, 12weeks N/A A mobile-based Mixed- Questionnaires
(2020) Education and China ZUVIO Instant method Pre- and post-
Teaching Response System test
International and Google Drive Informal
interviews
Chen and Gao Computer 31 Mainland 1semester English "e-learning" forum  Qualitative Survey
(2022) Assisted China on the university Stimulated
Language portal recalls
Learning Interviews
Chenetal. (2020)  Computers & 141 Taiwan, 13weeks Musical Theater E-musical theater Mixed- Pre- and post-
Education China course method tests
Questionnaire
Cheng and Hou Technology, 65 Taiwan, 2weeks Advanced N/A Mixed- Content
(2015) Pedagogy and China Communication method analysis
Education Technology
Workshop
Cheng and Tsai Australasian 23 Taiwan, 18weeks Communication Ecampus system Qualitative Interview
(2012) Journal of China and technology
Educational
Technology
Cheng et al. Interactive 65 Taiwan, 2weeks Advanced N/A Mixed- Content
(2014) Learning China Communication method analysis
Environments Technology
Workshop
Cheng et al. Internet and 47 Taiwan, 8weeks Biology N/A Mixed- Content
(2015) Higher China method analysis
Education
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(continued)
Authors & Year Publication N Region Duration Discipline Platform Methodology  Data collection
source of method
research

Chew et al. Innovations in 11 UK 1-3weeks MBA/MSc Peermark in Qualitative Interview
(2016) Education and Turnitin2 system

Teaching
International

Ching (2014) International 20 us 4weeks N/A Voicethread Qualitative Content
Review of analysis
Research in Survey
Open and
Distance
Learning

Choi (2014) International 27 Hong Kong, 10 weeks Early Childhood Wiki Mixed- Content
Journal of China Education method analysis
Teaching and Questionnaire
Learning in
Higher
Education

Day et al. (2022) Assessment and 56 Netherlands 4weeks Education and Pitch2Peer Mixed- Questionnaire
Evaluation in child studies module on method Content
Higher Blackboard analysis
Education

De Briin et al. Nurse 264 Ireland N/A Nurses and/ Peerscholar online Quantitative Survey

(2022) Education Midwives platform Content
Today analysis
Demir (2018) Higher 24 Turkey 6weeks Science education Facebook Qualitative Semi-structured
Education Interviews
Demirbilek Active Learning 51 Turkey 15weeks Mixed Wiki & Facebook Mixed- Questionnaire
(2015) in Higher programmes method semi-structured
Education interview
content
analysis
Dippold (2009) Recall 9 UK N/A German language N/A Mixed- Content
method analysis
Questionnaire
Interview

Dominguez et al. European 28/ Portugal 4weeks Engineering Google Drive Mixed- Content

(2015) Journal of 91 method analysis
Engineering Questionnaire
Education

Ekahitanond Alberta Journal 39 Thailand 12 weeks Communication Moodle Mixed- Pre- and post-

(2013) of Educational arts method tests
Research Questionnaire
Filius et al. Computers & 45 Netherlands N/A Clinical Moodle Mixed- Questionnaires
(2018) Education Epidemiology method Content
analysis
Interview
Ge (2022) Computer 60 Mainland, 19 weeks English translation ~ N/A Qualitative Pre-and post-
Assisted China test
Language Questionnaire
Learning Interview

Gielen and De Computers and 125 N/A N/A Educational Wiki Quantitative Questionnaire
Wever Education science
(2015a)

Gielen and De Computers in 176 Belgium 9 weeks Educational Wiki Mixed- Content
Wever Human science method analysis
(2015b) Behavior

Ho (2020) RELC Journal 18 Hong Kong, 1 English Gongyeh Qualitative Interview

China semester
Hoffman (2019) Journal of 387 N/A 2 years Learning theory Expertiza Quantitative Quiz
Applied and assessment
Research in
Higher
Education
Hsia et al. (2016) Computers and 100 Taiwan, 12 weeks Dance education Myedance Mixed- Interview pre-
Education China method and post- test

Illana-Mahiques Languages 76 us 4 weeks Spanish writing Canvas Mixed- Pre-test

(2021) course method Questionnaire
Content
analysis
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(continued)
Authors & Year Publication N Region Duration Discipline Platform Methodology  Data collection
source of method
research
Jiang et al. Interactive 33 Mainland, 16 weeks Education Knowledge Forum  Mixed- Questionnaire
(2022) Learning China technology (KF) method Content
Environments analysis
Kaufman and Instructional 250/ Us 1semester N/A Sword Mixed- Survey
Schunn Science 84 method
(2011)
Kobayashi (2020)  Australasian 58 us 1semester Education Canvas Mixed- Survey
Journal of method Content
Educational analysis
Technology
Kuo et al. (2017) International 42 Taiwan, 6weeks Kung Fu Tai-Chi A peer- Quantitative Questionnaire
Journal of China physical education  assessment- based
Distance mobile physical
Education education system
Technologies
Lai et al. (2020) Australasian 100 Taiwan, 4weeks Nursing Nursing Quantitative Content
Journal of China Communication analysis
Educational Peer Assessment
Technology
Lai (2016) Computers and 50 Taiwan, N/A Nursing N/A Mixed- Content
Education China method analysis
Survey
Interview
Latifi et al, 2021b  British Journal 86 Iran Sweeks Applying Edutech Quantitative Pre- and Post-
of Educational computer in the test
Technology educational
sciences
Lee (2015) Turkish Online 128 Taiwan, 8weeks Entrepreneur Moodle Quantitative Pre- and Post-
Journal of China management test
Educational
Technology
Li and Gao (2016) Assessment & 130 us 16weeks Teacher education Blackboard Mixed- Pre- and Post-
Evaluation in method test
Higher
Education
Li et al. (2008) Canadian 38 us N/A Teacher education N/A Mixed- Questionnaire
Journal of method
Learning and
Technology
Liang and Tsai Internet and 47 Taiwan, 8weeks Biology N/A Mixed- Content
(2010) Higher China method analysis
Education
Lin (2016) Eurasia Journal 31 Taiwan, N/A Teacher education N/A Mixed- Survey
of Mathematics, China method
Science and
Technology
Education
Lin (2018) Computers and 32 Taiwan, N/A Teacher education Online Peer Mixed- Content
Education China Assessment and method analysis
Reflection Survey
(onpear) system
Lin et al. (2021) Interactive 115 Taiwan, N/A Electronic Online discussion Mixed- Content
Learning China commerce forum method analysis
Environments Questionnaire
Liu et al. (2018) Assessment & 70 Mainland, N/A Business writing Web PALS Mixed- Survey
Evaluation in China method
Higher
Education
Mandala et al. International 117 us N/A Introduction to Sword Mixed- Survey
(2018) Journal of Mechanical Design method Observation
Engineering Content
Education analysis
Mostert and Assessment and 400 South Africa  1semester  Economics Moodle Mixed- Survey
Snowball Evaluation in method Questionnaire
(2013) Higher
Education
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(continued)
Authors & Year Publication N Region Duration Discipline Platform Methodology  Data collection
source of method
research
Naveh and IEEE 105 N/A 1semester Electrical Moodle Mixed- Questionnaire
Bykhovsky Transactions on engineering method
(2021) Education
Noroozi and Innovations in 42 Netherlands  4days GMOs N/A Mixed- Pre- and Post-
Hatami Education and method test
(2019) Teaching questionnaire
International
Noroozi et al. Internet and 189 Netherlands 4 h Biotechnology/ A web-enabled Mixed- Pre- and Post-
(2016) Higher argumentative platform method test
Education essay writing Questionnaire
Noroozi et al. Interactive 189 Netherlands 4h Life science N/A Mixed- Pre- and Post-
(2020) Learning method test
Environments Questionnaire
Noroozi et al. Interactive 101 Netherlands 3weeks Argumentative Brightspace Mixed- Pre- and Post-
(2022) Learning essay writing platform method test
Environments Questionnaire
Survey
Pham et al. SAGE Open 40 Vietnam 15weeks English language Google Doc Mixed- Questionnaire
(2020) method content
analysis
Prins et al. (2005) Assessment and 27 Netherlands N/A European Virtual Blackboard 5® Qualitative Questionnaire
Evaluation in Seminar (EVS)
Higher
Education
Saeed et al. Journal of 9 N/A 8weeks Writing Facebook Qualitative Content
(2018) Information analysis
Technology
Education:
Research
Shih (2011) Australasian 23 Taiwan, 18weeks English writing Facebook Mixed- Pre-post test
Journal of China method Survey
Educational Interview
Technology Content
analysis
Shih (2013) 111 Taiwan, 18weeks English for Facebook Mixed- Pre-post test
Turkish Online China Business method Content
Journal of Communication analysis
Educational Survey
Technology Interview
Simonsmeier Research in 49 Germany 4weeks Educational Peer review Mixed- Pre- and Post-
et al. (2020) Higher psychology online; PEREON method test
Education
Sun and Zhang RELC Journal 79 Mainland, 16weeks EFL writing Shimo online Mixed- Interview
(2022) China collaborative method Content
documents analysis
Sun et al. (2015) Plos ONE 299/ N/A 10 weeks Introductory N/A Mixed- Quiz
320 statistics method
Tsai and Liang Instructional 36 Taiwan, 8weeks Early childhood N/A Mixed- Questionnaire
(2009) Science: An China and pre-school method Content
International education analysis
Journal of the
Learning
Sciences
Tsivitanidou and Internet and 27 Cyprus N/A Marine Dropbox platform Mixed- Pre- and post-
Constantinou  Higher ecosystems method tests
(2016) Education Interview
van den Bos and Computers and 114 Netherlands ~ 8weeks English writing Peergrade Mixed- Content
Tan (2019) Education method analysis
van der Pol et al. Computers & 38 Netherlands ~ 3months Educational Blackboard & Mixed- Content
(2008) Education science Annotation method analysis
system
Wang et al. Assessment & 31 us N/A Education Blackboard Mixed- Questionnaires
(2020) Evaluation in method Interview
Higher
Education
Wilkinson (2022) Online Learning 14 us 7weeks Communication Brightspace Mixed- Questionnaires
Journal Desire to Learn method Interview
Observation

23
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(continued)
Authors & Year Publication N Region Duration Discipline Platform Methodology  Data collection
source of method
research
Xiao and Lucking  Internet and 232 Us 1semester Introduction tothe ~ Wikibook Mixed- Questionnaire
(2008) Higher social and cultural method
Education foundations of
American
education
Yang (2011) British Journal 95 Taiwan, 9months English writing N/A Mixed- Content
of Educational China method analysis
Technology
Yang and Meng Language 50 Taiwan, 12weeks English writing Computer- Mixed- Questionnaire
(2013) Learning & China supported method content
Technology collaborative analysis
learning system
(CsCL)
Yu et al. (2019) Assessment & 3 Macau, N/A Education N/A Qualitative Interview
Evaluation in China Stimulated
Higher recalls
Education
Yuan and Kim Educational 73 us 14weeks Education Autonomy- Mixed- Survey
(2018) Technology Supportive Peer method Interview
Research and Assessment
Development (ASPA),
Zhan (2021) Assessment & 93 Hong Kong, 1semester General education  Peergrade Mixed- Interview
Evaluation in China foundation course method
Higher
Education
Zheng et al. Assessment & 64 Mainland, N/A Mixed Web-based peer Mixed- Questionnaires
(2018) Evaluation in China programmes assessment system  method Interview
Higher
Education
Zong et al. (2021)  Computers in 2421 Us N/A Mixed Sword/Peerceptiv Mixed- Content
Human programmes method analysis
Behavior Post test
References

Abri, A. A., Baimani, S. A., & Bahlani, S. A. (2021). The role of web-based peer feedback in advancing efl essay writing [Article]. CALL-EJ, 22(1), 374-390.

Al Qunayeer, H. S. (2020). Exploring efl learners’ online participation in online peer writing discussions through a facebook group [Article]. Journal of Information
Technology Education: Research, 19, 671-692. https://doi.org/10.28945/4621

Alqassab, M., Strijbos, J.-W., Panadero, E., Ruiz, J. F., Warrens, M., & To, J. (2023). A systematic review of peer assessment design elements. Educational Psychology
Review, 35(1), 18.

Algassab, M., Strijbos, J. W., & Ufer, S. (2018). Training peer-feedback skills on geometric construction tasks: Role of domain knowledge and peer-feedback levels.
European Journal of Psychology of Education, 33, 11-30.

Andrichuk, G. (2016). Perceptions of peer review using cloud-based software. Journal of Educational Multimedia and Hypermedia, 25(2), 109-125.

Ashenafi, M. M. (2017). Peer-assessment in higher education-Twenty-first Century practices, challenges and the way Forward. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher
Education, 42(2), 226-251.

Banihashem, S. K., Noroozi, O., Biemans, H. J., & Tassone, V. C. (2023). The intersection of epistemic beliefs and gender in argumentation performance. Innovations in
Education & Teaching International, 1-19.

Banihashem, S. K., Noroozi, O., van Ginkel, S., Macfadyen, L. P., & Biemans, H. J. (2022). A systematic review of the role of learning analytics in enhancing feedback
practices in higher education. Educational Research Review, Article 100489.

van den Bos, A. H., & Tan, E. (2019). Effects of anonymity on online peer review in second-language writing [Article]. Computers and Education, 142. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103638. Article 103638.

Breuch, L.-A. K. (2004). Virtual peer review: Teaching and learning about writing in online environments. SUNY Press.

Carless, D., & Boud, D. (2018). The development of student feedback literacy: Enabling uptake of feedback. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(8),
1315-1325.

Cevik, Y. D. (2015). Assessor or assessee? Investigating the differential effects of online peer assessment roles in the development of students’ problem-solving skills.
Computers in Human Behavior, 52, 250-258. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.05.056

Chang, C. Y. H. (2015). Teacher modeling on EFL reviewers’ audience-aware feedback and affectivity in L2 peer review [Article]. Assessing Writing, 25, 2-21. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.04.001

Chang, C., & Lin, H. C. K. (2020). Effects of a mobile-based peer-assessment approach on enhancing language-learners’ oral proficiency [Article]. Innovations in
Education & Teaching International, 57(6), 668-679. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2019.1612264

Chen, T. (2016). Technology-supported peer feedback in ESL/EFL writing classes: A research synthesis. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 29(2), 365-397.

Chen, W., & Gao, J. (2022). Creating an online community of inquiry: Learner practice and perceptions of community-based feedback giving in academic writing
[article]. In Computer assisted language learning. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2022.2043381

Cheng, K. H., & Hou, H. T. (2015). Exploring students’ behavioural patterns during online peer assessment from the affective, cognitive, and metacognitive
perspectives: A progressive sequential analysis [article]. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 24(2), 171-188. https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2013.822416

Cheng, K. H., Hou, H. T., & Wu, S. Y. (2014). Exploring students’ emotional responses and participation in an online peer assessment activity: A case study [article].
Interactive Learning Environments, 22(3), 271-287. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2011.649766

24


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref1
https://doi.org/10.28945/4621
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/optEjcVmZ0osA
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/optEjcVmZ0osA
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103638
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103638
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref10
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.05.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2019.1612264
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref14
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2022.2043381
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2013.822416
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2011.649766

X. Gao et al. Educational Research Review 42 (2024) 100588

Cheng, K. H., Liang, J. C., & Tsai, C. C. (2015). Examining the role of feedback messages in undergraduate students’ writing performance during an online peer
assessment activity. Internet and Higher Education, 25, 78-84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.001

Cheng, K. H., & Tsai, C. C. (2012). Students’ interpersonal perspectives on, conceptions of and approaches to learning in online peer assessment [Article]. Australasian
Journal of Educational Technology, 28(4), 599-618. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.830

Chen, I. C., Hwang, G. J., Lai, C. L., & Wang, W. C. (2020). From design to reflection: Effects of peer-scoring and comments on students’ behavioral patterns and
learning outcomes in musical theater performance [Article]. Computers and Education, 150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103856. Article 103856.

Chew, E., Snee, H., & Price, T. (2016). Enhancing international postgraduates’ learning experience with online peer assessment and feedback innovation [Article].
Innovations in Education & Teaching International, 53(3), 247-259. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2014.937729

Ching, Y. H. (2014). Exploring the impact of role-playing on peer feedback in an online case-based learning activity [Article]. International Review of Research in Open
and Distance Learning, 15(3), 292-311. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i3.1765

Choi, J. (2014). Online peer Discourse in a writing Classroom. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 26(2), 217-231.

Cho, K., & Schunn, C. D. (2007). Scaffolded writing and rewriting in the discipline: A web-based reciprocal peer review system [article]. Computers and Education, 48
(3), 409-426. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.02.004

Dawson, P., Henderson, M., Ryan, T., Mahoney, P., Boud, D., Phillips, M., & Molloy, E. (2018). Technology and feedback design. In J. M. Spector, B. B. Lockee, &
M. D. Childress (Eds.), Learning, design and technology: An International Compendium of theory, research, practice and policy. Cham, Switzerland: Springer. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-17727-4_124-1.

Day, 1. N., Saab, N., & Admiraal, W. (2022). Online peer feedback on video presentations: Type of feedback and improvement of presentation skills [article].
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 47(2), 183-197. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1904826

De Briin, A., Rogers, L., Drury, A., & Gilmore, B. (2022). Evaluation of a formative peer assessment in research methods teaching using an online platform: A mixed
methods pre-post study [article]. Nurse Education Today, 108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2021.105166. Article 105166.

Demir, M. (2018). Using online peer assessment in an Instructional Technology and Material Design course through social media [Article]. Higher Education, 75(3),
399-414. https://doi.org/10.1007/510734-017-0146-9

Demirbilek, M. (2015). Social media and peer feedback: What Do students Really Think about using wiki and facebook as platforms for peer feedback? Active Learning
in Higher Education, 16(3), 211-224.

Dippold, D. (2009). Peer feedback through blogs: Student and teacher perceptions in an Advanced German class. ReCALL, 21(1), 18-36.

Dominguez, C., Nascimento, M. M., Payan-Carreira, R., Cruz, G., Silva, H., Lopes, J., Morais, M. D. F. A., & Morais, E. (2015). Adding value to the learning process by
online peer review activities: Towards the elaboration of a methodology to promote critical thinking in future engineers [article]. European Journal of Engineering
Education, 40(5), 573-591. https://doi.org/10.1080,/03043797.2014.987649

Du, X., Zhang, M., Shelton, B. E., & Hung, J.-L. (2022). Learning anytime, anywhere: A spatio-temporal analysis for online learning. Interactive Learning Environments,
30(1), 34-48.

Ekahitanond, V. (2013). Promoting university students’ critical thinking skills through peer feedback activity in an online discussion forum [Article]. Alberta Journal
of Educational Research, 59(2), 247-265.

Elo, S., & Kyngés, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 62(1), 107-115.

Er, E., Dimitriadis, Y., & Gasevi¢, D. (2021). A collaborative learning approach to dialogic peer feedback: A theoretical framework. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher
Education, 46(4), 586-600.

Ezza, E.-S. (2010). Arab EFL learners’ writing dilemma at tertiary level. English Language Teaching, 3(4).

Fallan, L., & Opstad, L. (2016). Student self-efficacy and gender-personality interactions. International Journal of Higher Education, 5(3), 32-44.

Farrokhnia, M., Banihashem, S. K., Noroozi, O., & Wals, A. (2023). A SWOT analysis of ChatGPT: Implications for educational practice and research. Innovations in
Education & Teaching International, 1-15.

Filius, R. M., de Kleijn, R. A. M., Uijl, S. G., Prins, F. J., van Rijen, H. V. M., & Grobbee, D. E. (2018). Strengthening dialogic peer feedback aiming for deep learning in
SPOCs [Article]. Computers and Education, 125, 86-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.06.004

Ge, Z. G. (2022). Exploring the effect of video feedback from unknown peers on e-learners’ English-Chinese translation performance [Article]. Computer Assisted
Language Learning, 35(1-2), 169-189. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1677721

Gielen, M., & De Wever, B. (2015a). Scripting the role of assessor and assessee in peer assessment in a wiki environment: Impact on peer feedback quality and product
improvement [Article]. Computers and Education, 88, 370-386. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.07.012. Article 2880.

Gielen, M., & De Wever, B. (2015b). Structuring peer assessment: Comparing the impact of the degree of structure on peer feedback content [Article]. Computers in
Human Behavior, 52, 315-325. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.06.019

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research, 77(1), 81-112.

Ho, E. (2020). Online peer review of oral presentations [article]. RELC Journal. https://doi.org/10.1177,/0033688220969280

Hoffman, B. (2019). The influence of peer assessment training on assessment knowledge and reflective writing skill [Article]. Journal of Applied Research in Higher
Education, 11(4), 863-875. https://doi.org/10.1108/JARHE-01-2019-0004

Hoomanfard, M. H., & Rahimi, M. (2020). A comparative study of the efficacy of teacher and peer online written corrective feedback on EFL learners’ writing ability.
Zabanpazhuhi (Journal of Language Research), 11(33), 327-352.

Howard, C. D., Barrett, A. F., & Frick, T. W. (2010). Anonymity to promote peer feedback: Pre-service teachers’ comments in asynchronous computer-mediated
communication. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 43(1), 89-112.

Hsia, L. H., Huang, 1., & Hwang, G. J. (2016). Effects of different online peer-feedback approaches on students’ performance skills, motivation and self-efficacy in a
dance course [Article]. Computers and Education, 96, 55-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.02.004

Illana-Mahiques, E. (2021). Re-thinking peer reviewing in the virtual context: The roles of giving and receiving online feedback in 12 Spanish classrooms [Article].
Languages, 6(3). https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6030151. Article 151.

Jiang, J. P., Huy, J. Y., Zhang, Y. B., & Yin, X. C. (2022). Fostering college students’ critical thinking skills through peer assessment in the knowledge building community.
Interactive Learning Environments. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2039949

Jongsma, M. V., Scholten, D. J., van Muijlwijk-Koezen, J. E., & Meeter, M. (2023). Online versus offline peer feedback in higher education: A meta-analysis. Journal of
Educational Computing Research, 61(2), 329-354.

Kaufman, J., & Schunn, C. (2011). Students’ perceptions about peer assessment for writing: Their origin and impact on revision work. Instructional Science, 39(3),
387-406. https://doi.org/10.1007/511251-010-9133-6

Kerman, N. T., Banihashem, S. K., Karami, M., Er, E., van Ginkel, S., & Noroozi, O. (2023). Online peer feedback in higher education: A synthesis of the literature.
Education and Information Technologies, 1-51.

Kerman, N. T., Noroozi, O., Banihashem, S. K., Karami, M., & Biemans, H. J. (2022). Online peer feedback patterns of success and failure in argumentative essay
writing. Interactive Learning Environments, 1-13.

Kobayashi, M. (2020). Does anonymity matter? Examining quality of online peer assessment and students’ attitudes. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 36
(1), 98-110. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.4694

Kuo, F. C., Chen, J. M., Chu, H. C., Yang, K. H., & Chen, Y. H. (2017). A peer-assessment mobile Kung Fu education approach to improving students’ Affective
performances [Article]. International Journal of Distance Education Technologies, 15(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.4018/1JDET.2017010101

Lai, C. Y. (2016). Training nursing students’ communication skills with online video peer assessment [Article]. Computers and Education, 97, 21-30. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.compedu.2016.02.017

Lai, C.-Y., Chen, L.-J., Yen, Y.-C., & Lin, K.-Y. (2020). Impact of video annotation on undergraduate nursing students’ communication performance and commenting
Behaviour during an online peer-assessment activity. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 36(2), 71-88.

Latifi, S., Noroozi, O., Hatami, J., & Biemans, H. J. (2021a). How does online peer feedback improve argumentative essay writing and learning? Innovations in
Education & Teaching International, 58(2), 195-206.

25


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.830
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103856
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2014.937729
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i3.1765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref23
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-17727-4_124-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-17727-4_124-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1904826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2021.105166
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0146-9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref30
https://doi.org/10.1080/03043797.2014.987649
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref38
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1677721
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.06.019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/opt9wHiO4nH2q
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688220969280
https://doi.org/10.1108/JARHE-01-2019-0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref46
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.02.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6030151
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2039949
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref50
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-010-9133-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref53
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.4694
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJDET.2017010101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.02.017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref58

X. Gao et al. Educational Research Review 42 (2024) 100588

Latifi, S., Noroozi, O., & Talaee, E. (2020). Worked example or scripting? Fostering students’ online argumentative peer feedback, essay writing and learning.
Interactive Learning Environments, 1-15.

Latifi, S., Noroozi, O., & Talaee, E. (2021b). Peer feedback or peer feedforward? Enhancing students’ argumentative peer learning processes and outcomes [article].
British Journal of Educational Technology, 52(2), 768-784.

Lee, C.-Y. (2015). The effects of online peer assessment and family entrepreneurial experience on students’ business Planning performance. Turkish Online Journal of
Educational Technology - TOJET, 14(1), 123-132.

Liang, J.-C., & Tsai, C.-C. (2010). Learning through science writing via online peer assessment in a college Biology course. Internet and Higher Education, 13(4),
242-247.

Li, L., & Gao, F. (2016). The effect of peer assessment on project performance of students at different learning levels. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 41(6),
885-900. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1048185

Lin, G. Y. (2016). Effects that Facebook-based online peer assessment with micro-teaching videos can have on attitudes toward peer assessment and perceived learning
from peer assessment [Article]. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 12(9), 2295-2307. https://doi.org/10.12973/
eurasia.2016.1280a

Lin, G. Y. (2018). Anonymous versus identified peer assessment via a Facebook-based learning application: Effects on quality of peer feedback, perceived learning,
perceived fairness, and attitude toward the system [Article]. Computers and Education, 116, 81-92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.08.010

Lin, J. W., Tsai, C. W., Hsu, C. C., & Chang, L. C. (2021). Peer assessment with group awareness tools and effects on project-based learning. Interactive Learning Environments.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1593198

Lipnevich, A. A,, Berg, D. A., & Smith, J. K. (2016). Toward a model of student response to feedback. In Handbook of human and social conditions in assessment (pp.
169-185). Routledge.

Li, L., Steckelberg, A. L., & Srinivasan, S. (2008). Utilizing peer interactions to promote learning through a web-based peer assessment system. Canadian Journal of
Learning and Technology, 34(2).

Liu, X., Li, L., & Zhang, Z. (2018). Small group discussion as a key component in online assessment training for enhanced student learning in web-based peer
assessment. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(2), 207-222.

Lépez-Pellisa, T., Rotger, N., & Rodriguez-Gallego, F. (2021). Collaborative writing at work: Peer feedback in a blended learning environment. Education and
Information Technologies, 26(1), 1293-1310.

Mandala, M., Schunn, C., Dow, S., Goldberg, M., Pearlman, J., Clark, W., & Mena, L. (2018). Impact of collaborative Team peer review on the quality of feedback in
Engineering design Projects. International Journal of Engineering Education, 34(4), 1299-1313.

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & Group*, P. (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement.
Annals of internal medicine, 151(4), 264-269.

Mostert, M., & Snowball, J. D. (2013). Where angels fear to tread: Online peer-assessment in a large first-year class [Article]. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher
Education, 38(6), 674-686. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.683770

Narciss, S. (2008). Feedback strategies for interactive learning tasks. In Handbook of research on educational communications and technology (pp. 125-143). Routledge.

Narciss, S., & Huth, K. (2004). How to design informative tutoring feedback for multimedia learning. Instructional design for multimedia learning, Article 181195.

Naveh, G., & Bykhovsky, D. (2021). Online peer assessment in undergraduate Electrical Engineering course [article]. IEEE Transactions on Education, 64(1), 58-65.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TE.2020.3007853. Article 9154536.

Nelson, M. M., & Schunn, C. D. (2009). The nature of feedback: How different types of peer feedback affect writing performance. Instructional Science, 37, 375-401.

NICE. (2012). Methods for the development of NICE public Health guidance: Process and methods guides.

Nicol, D. (2021). The power of internal feedback: Exploiting natural comparison processes. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 46(5), 756-778.

Noroozi, O. (2023). The role of students’ epistemic beliefs for their argumentation performance in higher education. Innovations in Education & Teaching International,
60(4), 501-512.

Noroozi, O., Banihashem, S. K., Taghizadeh Kerman, N., Parvaneh Akhteh Khaneh, M., Babayi, M., Ashrafi, H., & Biemans, H. J. A. (2022). Gender differences in
students’ argumentative essay writing, peer review performance and uptake in online learning environments. In Interactive learning environments. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10494820.2022.2034887 [Article].

Noroozi, O., Biemans, H., & Mulder, M. (2016). Relations between scripted online peer feedback processes and quality of written argumentative essay [Article].
Internet and Higher Education, 31, 20-31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2016.05.002

Noroozi, O., & Hatami, J. (2018). The effects of online peer feedback and epistemic beliefs on students’ argumentation-based learning. Innovations in Education &
Teaching International.

Noroozi, O., & Hatami, J. (2019). The effects of online peer feedback and epistemic beliefs on students’ argumentation-based learning [Article]. Innovations in
Education & Teaching International, 56(5), 548-557. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2018.1431143

Noroozi, O., Hatami, J., Bayat, A., van Ginkel, S., Biemans, H. J. A., & Mulder, M. (2020). Students’ online argumentative peer feedback, essay writing, and content
learning: Does gender matter? Interactive Learning Environments, 28(6), 698-712.

Panadero, E. (2023). Toward a paradigm shift in feedback research: Five further steps influenced by self-regulated learning theory. Educational Psychologist, 58(3),
193-204.

Panadero, E., & Alqassab, M. (2019). An empirical review of anonymity effects in peer assessment, peer feedback, peer review, peer evaluation and peer grading. Assessment &
Evaluation in Higher Education.

Panadero, E., Alqassab, M., Fernandez Ruiz, J., & Ocampo, J. C. (2023). A systematic review on peer assessment: Intrapersonal and interpersonal factors. Assessment &
Evaluation in Higher Education, 1-23.

Panadero, E., & Jonsson, A. (2020). A critical review of the arguments against the use of rubrics. Educational Research Review, 30, Article 100329.

Panadero, E., Jonsson, A., & Alqassab, M. (2018). Peer feedback used for formative purposes: Review of findings. In A. Lipnevich, & J. K. Smith (Eds.), The Cambridge
Handbook of instructional feedback. Cambridge University Press.

Panadero, E., & Lipnevich, A. A. (2022). A review of feedback models and typologies: Towards an integrative model of feedback elements. Educational Research Review,
35, Article 100416.

Patchan, M. M., Schunn, C. D., & Correnti, R. J. (2016). The nature of feedback: How peer feedback features affect students’ implementation rate and quality of
revisions. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(8), 1098.

Peeters, W. (2019). The peer interaction process on facebook: A social network analysis of learners’ online conversations. Education and Information Technologies, 24
(5), 3177-3204.

Pham, T. N, Lin, M., Trinh, V. Q., & Bui, L. T. P. (2020). Electronic peer feedback, EFL academic writing and reflective thinking: Evidence from a Confucian context
[article]. Sage Open, 10(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020914554

van der Pol, J., van den Berg, B. A. M., Admiraal, W. F., & Simons, P. R. J. (2008). The nature, reception, and Use of online peer feedback in higher education.
Computers & Education, 51(4), 1804-1817.

Prins, F. J., Sluijsmans, D. M. A., Kirschner, P. A., & Strijbos, J.-W. (2005). Formative peer assessment in a CSCL environment: A case study. Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, 30(4), 417-444.

Ranjbaran, F., Babaee, M., Parvaneh Akhteh Khaneh, M., Gohari, M., Daneshvar Ghorbani, B., Taghizadeh Kerman, N., Banihashem, S. K., & Noroozi, O. (2023).
Students’ argumentation performance in online learning environments: Bridging culture and gender. International Journal of Technology in Education (IJTE), 6(3),
434-454.

Sabarinath, R., & Quek, C. L. G. (2020). A case study investigating programming students’ peer review of codes and their perceptions of the online learning
environment. Education and Information Technologies, 25, 3553-3575.

Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems. Instructional Science, 18, 119-144.

26


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref62
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1048185
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2016.1280a
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2016.1280a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1593198
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref72
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.683770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref75
https://doi.org/10.1109/TE.2020.3007853
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref80
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2034887
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2022.2034887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2016.05.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref83
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2018.1431143
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref93
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020914554
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref99

X. Gao et al. Educational Research Review 42 (2024) 100588

Saeed, M. A., Ghazali, K., Sahuri, S. S., & Abdulrab, M. (2018). Engaging EFL learners in online peer feedback on writing: What does it tell us? [Article]. Journal of
Information Technology Education: Research, 17, 39-61. https://doi.org/10.28945/3980

Savin-Baden, M., & Major, C. H. (2007). Using interpretative meta-ethnography to explore the relationship between innovative approaches to learning and their
influence on faculty understanding of teaching. Higher Education, 54(6), 833-852.

Sha, L., Wang, X., Ma, S., & Mortimer, T. A. (2022). Investigating the effectiveness of anonymous online peer feedback in translation technology teaching. The
Interpreter and Translator Trainer, 16(3), 325-347.

Shih, R. C. (2011). Can web 2.0 technology assist college students in learning English writing? Integrating facebook and peer assessment with blended learning.
Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 27(5), 829-845.

Shih, R. C. (2013). Effect of using facebook to assist English for business communication course instruction [Article]. Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology,
12(1), 52-59.

ount(preceding-sibling::sb:reference[1])""?"(1)[ref_tag] > Simonsmeier, B. A., Peiffer, H., Flaig, M., & Schneider, M. (2020). Peer feedback improves students’
academic self-concept in higher education. Research in Higher Education, 61(6), 706-724.

Sun, D. L., Harris, N., Walther, G., & Baiocchi, M. (2015). Peer assessment enhances student learning: The results of a matched randomized crossover experiment in a
college statistics class [Article]. PLoS One, 10(12), Article 0143177. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0143177

Sun, P. P., & Zhang, L. J. (2022). Effects of Translanguaging in online peer feedback on Chinese university English-as-a-Foreign-Language students’ second language
writing performance [article]. RELC Journal. https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221089051

Theelen, H., Van den Beemt, A., & den Brok, P. (2019). Classroom simulations in teacher education to support preservice teachers’ interpersonal competence: A
systematic literature review. Computers & Education, 129, 14-26.

Tillema, H., Leenknecht, M., & Segers, M. (2011). Assessing assessment quality: Criteria for quality assurance in design of (peer) assessment for learning-A review of
research studies. Studies In Educational Evaluation, 37(1), 25-34.

To, J., & Panadero, E. (2019). Peer assessment effects on the self-assessment process of first-year undergraduates. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 44(6),
920-932.

To, J., Panadero, E., & Carless, D. (2022). A systematic review of the educational uses and effects of exemplars. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 47(8),
1167-1182.

Topping, K. (1998). Peer assessment between students in colleges and universities. Review of Educational Research, 68(3), 249-276.

Topping, K. J. (2023). Advantages and Disadvantages of online and face-to-face peer learning in higher education: A review. Education Sciences, 13(4), 326.

Tsai, C.-C., & Liang, J.-C. (2009). The development of science activities via on-line peer assessment: The role of Scientific Epistemological views. Instructional Science:
An International Journal of the Learning Sciences, 37(3), 293-310.

Tsivitanidou, O. E., & Constantinou, C. P. (2016). A study of students’ heuristics and strategy patterns in web-based reciprocal peer assessment for science learning.
Internet and Higher Education, 29, 12-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.11.002

Valero Haro, A., Noroozi, O., Biemans, H. J., & Mulder, M. (2019). The effects of an online learning environment with worked examples and peer feedback on
students’ argumentative essay writing and domain-specific knowledge acquisition in the field of biotechnology. Journal of Biological Education, 53(4), 390-398.

Van den Boom, G., Paas, F., & Van Merrienboer, J. J. (2007). Effects of elicited reflections combined with tutor or peer feedback on self-regulated learning and
learning outcomes. Learning and Instruction, 17(5), 532-548.

Wang, J., Gao, R., Guo, X., & Liu, J. (2020). Factors associated with students’ attitude Change in online peer assessment — A mixed methods study in a Graduate-level
course. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 45(5), 714-727.

Wiliam, D. (2016). The secret of effective feedback. Educational Leadership, 73(7), 10-15.

Wilkinson, K. L. (2022). Evaluating a structured online peer evaluation system among Graduate-level communication Capstone students through action research
[article]. Online Learning Journal, 26(1), 93-129. https://doi.org/10.24059/0lj.v26i1.3077

Woo, M. M., Chu, S. K. W., & Li, X. (2013). Peer-feedback and revision process in a wiki mediated collaborative writing. Educational Technology Research &
Development, 61, 279-309.

Wu, W.-C. V., Yang, J. C., Scott Chen Hsieh, J., & Yamamoto, T. (2020). Free from demotivation in EFL writing: The use of online flipped writing instruction. Computer
Assisted Language Learning, 33(4), 353-387.

Xiao, Y., & Lucking, R. (2008). The impact of two types of peer assessment on students’ performance and satisfaction within a Wiki environment [Article]. Internet and
Higher Education, 11(3-4), 186-193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2008.06.005

Yang, Y. F. (2011). A reciprocal peer review system to support college students’ writing. British Journal of Educational Technology, 42(4), 687-700. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-8535.2010.01059.x

Yang, Y.-F., & Meng, W.-T. (2013). The effects of online feedback training on students’ text revision. Language, Learning and Technology, 17(2), 220-238.

Yuan, J., & Kim, C. (2018). The effects of Autonomy support on student engagement in peer assessment. Educational Technology Research & Development, 66(1), 25-52.

Yu, S., Zhang, Y., Zheng, Y., Yuan, K., & Zhang, L. (2019). Understanding student engagement with peer feedback on Master’s theses: A Macau study. Assessment &
Evaluation in Higher Education, 44(1), 50-65.

Zhan, Y. (2021). What matters in design? Cultivating undergraduates’ critical thinking through online peer assessment in a Confucian Heritage context. Assessment &
Evaluation in Higher Education, 46(4), 615-630.

Zheng, L., Cui, P., Li, X., & Huang, R. (2018). Synchronous discussion between assessors and assessees in web-based peer assessment: Impact on writing performance,
feedback quality, meta-cognitive awareness and self-efficacy [Article]. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 43(3), 500-514. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02602938.2017.1370533

Zong, Z., Schunn, C. D., & Wang, Y. Q. (2021). What aspects of online peer feedback robustly predict growth in students’ task performance? Computers in Human
Behavior, 124, Article 106924. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106924

27


https://doi.org/10.28945/3980
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref105
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0143177
https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221089051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.11.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref119
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v26i1.3077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2008.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2010.01059.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2010.01059.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1747-938X(23)00081-7/sref128
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2017.1370533
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2017.1370533
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106924

	A systematic review of the key components of online peer feedback practices in higher education
	1 Introduction
	2 Conceptualizing the review
	3 Method
	3.1 Data bases and search strategy
	3.2 Criteria for inclusion and identification of relevant publications
	3.3 Quality appraisal
	3.4 Included publications
	3.5 Coding scheme and data analysis

	4 Results
	4.1 RQ1: what content of online peer feedback in higher education has been identified?
	4.2 RQ2: what functions of online peer feedback in higher education have been found?
	4.3 RQ3: what student characteristics have been determined that influence online peer feedback in higher education?
	4.4 RQ4: what presentation modes of online peer feedback in higher education have been found?
	4.5 RQ5: what sources of online peer feedback in higher education have been identified?

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Content of online peer feedback
	5.2 Functions of online peer feedback
	5.3 Students’ characteristics and online peer feedback
	5.4 Presentation modes of online peer feedback
	5.5 Sources of online peer feedback
	5.6 The interconnection of five components of online peer feedback practices

	6 Limitations and implications for future research
	7 Conclusion
	Statement and Declarations
	CRediT author statement
	Data availability
	Appendix A Characteristics of included publications
	References


